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TO DANIEL O’CONNELL, Esq., M. P. 



Sir, 

For many years past 1 have looked upon you as the most extraordinaiy 
personage of this or any other age. You say you are the best abused 
public person now living. Satan himself may say the same, because, like 
him, there is something about you very extraordinary, and different from 
common men and common fiends. I wish to do you justice, and give, 
according to the common saying, even Satan himself his due. Every cir- 
cumstance has hitherto combined to distinguish you from your fellows, and 
you have possessed sufficient qualifications and tact to press them into your 
service. You got yourself returned to sit in Parliament before your legal 
disabilities were removed ; you undoubtedly could have been returned for 
more places of late years than any man that ever sat in the British senate ; 
you have gathered up more priestly influence around yon than any other 
layman ever had ; you have swayed the destinies of Ireland for years back ; 
you hold the present government in leading strings ; you have caused 
Popery to lift up her head, not only in Ireland but throughout the world ; 
you have levied a tax, through the agency of the Priests and your vota- 
taries, off the starving poor of Ireland, so that Rome has been fleeced of 
her Peter-pence year after year, and you have been emphatically but truly 
denominated the “ big beggarman”; you sold the Catholic cause in 1825, 
according to the charge of honest Jack Lawless against you, by attaching 
the wings to the bill — the disfranchisement of the forty- shilling freeholders 
and the payment of the priests ; and yet you have had the adroitness to 
make all the several parties believe you are perfectly disinterested in taking 
the money of a famishing population ; no man cried out more loudly than you 
against rotten boroughs ; and yet you sold, if report be true, the county of 
Carlow for one thousand pounds ; you enticed, by your agents at the Kerry 
election, a poor peasant to vote for your son Maurice, against the interests 
of his landlord, and when turned out of his farm, you refused him the 
smallest sum out of the money then in the funds of your association to 
relieve him, although the application was signed by several of the most 
respectable of your adherents in Tralee. On that occasion it was thought 
your covetousness triumphed over every principal of gratitude. Surely you 
are a very extraordinary character indeed ! In my judgment you are en- 
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titled to a particular notice in the next edition of “ Wanley’s Wonders.” 
He gives a list, and short history, of 250 of the Popes, among the marvel- 
lous and extraordinary beings of the human family. Your name should 
stand in the next section to theirs ; and as you are now a bachelor, and one 
even in divinity too, I would recommend you to get a CardinaPs hat. You 
might then attain even to the Popedom, and be the Man of Sin complete. 
You have every extraordinary qualification even for this. You know law', 
civil and ecclesiastical ; you are acquainted with politics and intrigue ; you 
can bless w’ith the one breath and anathematise w'ith the other ; you would 
then be as infallible, w'hen you utter the grossest lies as when you speak 
the truth ; you w'ould then have it in your power to curse the bishops, the 
Wesleyan Methodists, and all the editors of Conservative papers ; you 
could then publisli a new and infallible edition of the Scriptures with 
M'Namara’s notes, leaving out all the texts which denounce bars as the 
sons of perdition ; and in fact, you might summon up all your former as- 
sumption, effrontery, pride, scorn, malignity, ingratitude, and vile vitupe- 
ration, '^nd merit a niche at last beside some of the chief monsters in the 
250 already mentioned ; while every priest in the w'orld would say a mass 
for your soul, in proof that his holiness the Pope is the greatest sinner in 
the world, being “ the Man of Sin,” himself. Tliis should be your ambition. 
Sir, for you aro an extraordinary man — you are noted above all others for a 
versatility of talent in abusing both the lityng and the dead ; and for a loose, 
jdiable kind of mock morality, which falsifies truth, distorts or denies the 
plainest facts, and so religionises sin that if the author of sin himself came 
in search of it, he could scarcely recognise his ow'n child. It is no marv'el, 
then, that you libel the character of Wesley and his followers. His spirit 
in his children, the fruit of his abundant labours, and the system w^hich he 
established, stand as a strong portion of that Protestant bulwark which 
3 ’^ou w'ill never be able to overturn. You may fret and rage, and shake 
your tail, but like the Irish wolf dog, you will soon become extinct, even 
in your species ; for the Bible will yet destroy your superstitions, and 
w'aste the very substance on which Popery lives. 

You, Sir, have had the audacity to invite the Wesleyans, and, of course, 
myself among the rest, to “ the reasonable, and therefore entire submis- 
sion” to the Popish church. What, Sir ! would you have us leave our 
father’s house, and go along with the prodigal, to feed swune and live on 
the husks of Popish superstitions ? Would you have us to renounce the 
bread and w'ater of life, to live on “ Latin masses and a wafer God P 
Would you have us to renounce the scriptues for the ignis f atm/ s of tradi- 
tion P Would you have us to abandon the worship of the true God, 
through the only Mediator Jesus Christ, to worship a dead saint, a sense- 
less crucifix, a picture on a wall, or a deity whose substance grew in a 
field, was ground in a miU, was formed by the hand, and was transubstan- 
tiated, forsooth ! by the hocus pocus of a priest, who perhaps, the night 
before the act of consecration, could not distinguish the difference between 
a. wafer and a shilling P Would you have us to forsake the society and 
friendship of the true and Heavenly Church, which is clothed with the Sun 
of Righteousness and erowned with the stars of Apostolic beauty, and 
become the deluded varlets of the scarlet- coloured lady, who is bedecked 
with every earthly trumpery, drunk >s'ith the blood of the saints, and still 
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stands forth mth mystery, Babylon the great,” written on her forehead ? 
Let all the Popes be moulded into a head, all the Bishops and Priests into 
a body, all the Monks, Friars, Jesuists, into legs and arms, and all the 
vestments of the whole tribe be formed into a cloak, and the Mother of 
Harlots will stand confessed before us ! and is it to this monstrous pro- 
duction you invite our submission ? Surely you are in joke. No, no, Mr. 
O’Connell ; if you be a dupe, we are not to be deceived. Her bloated face 
frightens us, her grim countenance makes us shudder, her voice hisses like 
a rattlesnake, her breath smells of the upas tree, and her colour reminds us 
of Smithfield, and the bloody tragedy of 1 64 1 , while we can perceive the 
end of a bundle of faggots under her cloak, with a match dipped in tur- 
pentine in her unlady-like hand. 

You, Sir, invite us to the benefits of the true, ancient, and Apostolic 
Rehgion — to the Church of God.” Vain, silly, deceived, imaginative 
man ! Why, Sir, your church, so called, is no church of God. It is only 
a congregation of sinners, dressed in the costume of heathenism, Judaism, 
and Christianity — a mere patch- work of rites and ceremonies. One simple 
fact unchurches you. From 1216, when transubstantiation was finally 
established, the true sacrament of the body and blood — the bread and 
wine — has not been once administered in your church. You never got it — 
you are no Christian at all. The Priests take wine themselves, being 
doomed by the providence of God thus to bear witness to the truth of 
Protestantism and the falsity of their own scheme. You have departed 
from the genuine, ancient faith — your church has crept out of the very shell 
of Christianity, and brought nothing along but the shme of superstition. 
Now to the proof. It is just at hand, and mind you, Mr. O’Connell, it 
admits of no dispute. It is “ clear as the sun.” It describes your one, 
holy, catholic and apostolic church. Take it in your own version. It will 
gall you ; I cannot help that. “ Now, the Spirit manifestly saith, that in 
the last times some shall depart from the faith, giving heed to spirits of 
error and doctrines of devils. ■ Speaking lies in hypocrisy, and having their 
conscience seared. Forbidding to marry, to abstain from meats, which 
God created to be received with thanksgiving by the faithful, and by them 
that have known the truth.” See 1st Tim. iv. 1. — 3. Now, Sir, in imi- 
tation of your own minute and peculiar manner, I observe. 

Firstly, That this text is taken from the Rhemish Testament, pub- 
lished by the English College of Rheims, Anno 1582 ; newly revised and 
corrected according to the Clementin edition of the scriptures ; with anno- 
tations for clearing up controversies in religion and other difficulties of 
holy writ.” 

Secondly, The note on the passage now in question says, that the apostle 
speaks ‘‘ of the Gnosticks — the Manicheans and other ancient hereticks, who 
absolutely condemned marriage, and all kinds of meats.” 

Thirdly, This infallible note is either right or wrong. If it be right, 
then the Church of Rome is heretical for following the example of these 
ancient hereticks, inasmuch as the clergy are forbidden to marry, and the 
whole church commanded to abstain from meats. If infallibility, however, 
is here wrong for once, seeing ancient hereticks could not live in the “ last 
times" — unless the doctrine of transmigration be true, and the souls of the 
ancient Gnostics and Manicheans and other hereticks now actuate the 
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pope, bishops, aud priests — it incontestibly follows, that the Church of | 

Rome has ** departed from the faith” and teaches “ doctrines of devils.” | 

Now, Sir, you may take one or other of these alternatives — to the horns j 

of this dilemma I suspend you ; and you may hang bleaching in the winds ! 

of heaven, until John of Tuam, whose lignum sacordotale was dug out of 
some Irish bog, or Father Tom Maguire, the slain by Mr. Gregg, or the 
wicked Jesuit who furnished you with the batch of lies about John Wesley 
comes to cut you down. In the mean time, I am amusing myself with 
this thought about transmigration of souls. Which of the ancients now 
actuates you ? Undoubtedly, Simon Magus. He was a great layman ; 
so are you. He bewitched the people with his sorceries ; so do you wdth j 

your blarney. He was a “ big beggarman so are you. He wanted to | 

purchase the Holy Spirit with money ; so do you, when you go to a priest f 

for pardon. He professed to be a Christian ; so do you. He had •* neither i 

lot nor part in the matter neither have you. The Apostle exhorted him 
to pray to God for repentance ; I exhort you. Hence, you must, if trans- 
migration be true, be that very Simon — Simon Magus . 

Fourthly, The passage now in question is taken from the Clemen tin 
edition of the Latin Vulgate, revised and corrected by his infallible hand. 

This is the pure, correct, and infallible translation last made with correc- 
tions. Pray, Sir, why did you permit that Jesuit who furnished you with 
the libels on John Wesley to make a fool of you in your old age, in relation 
to the Latin Vulgate! You make a parade of reading which is not your 
own, of would-be scholarship about what you are evidently ignorant of ; 
and, strutting around in borrowed plumes, it is soon discovered you are 
nothing but a mere screech owl, whose eyes neither admit the light of true 
information, nor rehgion. Were you not aware (no ; the Jesuit kept that 
out of your brief) that the old hypocrite and tyrant. Pope Sextus the V. 
published a correct edition of the Vulgate, in 1590, cursing the brains, 
lips, teeth, hands, fingers, nose and hair of him who would ever presume 
to alter the least particle of it ; and that in 1592, Clementin came in for 
the curse, by making 2,000 variations, some of whole verses, and several 
quite contradictory, and pubhshed the work accompanied by an anathema, 
more dreadful if possible than that of Sextus ? — On this point T might here 
say more, only, I am aw^are, you have fallen into the ablest hand in the 
empire — ^that of Mr. M'Ghee on this subject. From his chastisement you 
cannot escape. Wliy now find fault with the Manchester Educational 
Committee, or the Wesleyans generally, fora repugnance on our part to 
admit a translation falsified in many things by infallible imposters ? Why 
blame us for not wishing state support — ^public money, to a body of men 
calling themselves a church, and yet, according to their own Clementin 
edition, they are teaching “ doctrines of devils I” could w”e act in this way 
without renouncing Christianity itself ? 

Fifthly, Ths passage now under consideration furnishes us with a clue 
to account for the many lies contained in your letters. The church which 
forbids her priests to marry, and commands her members to abstain from 
meats, is a lying church. “ Speaking lies in hypocrisy,” for wordly and ; 

political ends. She lies in calling herself one, holy, catholic, apostolic and 
infallible. Here are five Hes in rank and file. She lies in substituting 
tradition for the Word of God ; in pretending to absolve from sins ; in 
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making seven sacraments instead of two ; in imposing upon the sense and 
reason by transubstantiations and in causing her votaries to worship the 
host ; images and pictures. Here are five lies more. She lies in teaching 
the doctrine of justification by Avorks ; in granting indulgences, aye, even 
for ** perjury” (see the resolutions of the Committee, which galled you so 
much ;) in her will- worship of saints and angels ; in teaching her abomina- 
ble doctrine of purgatory, whereby she detracts from the virtue of Christ’s 
blood ; and in her penances, which do away with the atonement. Here 
are five lies more ; and if we take into accoimt her mummeries, her cere- 
monies, her holy- water, beads, crosses, Agnus Deis, censors, incense, mock 
miracles (recollect Hohenloe, Miss Lalor and Mrs. Stewart), and the end- 
less variety of her relics, we shall have an accumulation of varnished lies, 
such as would put the religion of Budhu to shame in point of magnitude, 
weight and quality. It is evident, then. Sir, your church has departed from 
the faith in these, “ last times.” To me it is not extraordinary, then, no 
not in the least, that you should belie, and bespatter, and pour out the 
filth of your corrupt heart and imagination on the character and memory of 
the truly venerable Wesley. Your very first religious impressions were 
lies. You got them in the nursery ; they have been identified with your 
very being ; they have been fostered by your circumstances ; and it is be- 
come as natural for you to deal in misrepresentations as it is to breathe. 
Who would expect candour and truth from O’Connell ? Not even your 
friends. You denied the death’s head and cross bones before the nation, 
though you used the expression in the presence of thousands, many of 
whom I know, who heard you. Let it astonish no man, if you should, ere 
long, deny some paragraph in your own letters to the Wesleyans, and say 
it was foisted in by some Tory printer. 

You boast of your letter being unanswerable, and evidently feel at the 
same time wounded to the soul at the summary manner in which you were 
treated by the committee in Manchester. That resolution about the per- 
jury stung your callous heart ; it brought the blood to your face at the 
first reading. No doubt it made you cross yourself, and tell your beads 
half a dozen times. From that charge you have no resource but in your 
effrontry before the world, and from your church in your secret medita- 
tions. She cannot remit your sin, if there were no other reason but her 
having so many of her own. But you say your letter is unanswerable.” 
Who told you so ? Why, ** some protestant gentlemen gave it as their 
opinion that it could not be answered.” Pray was Owen of Lanark one of 
them ? Was Mr. Hume another ? or did you consult some of the Birming- 
ham rioters to gain a Protestant opinion ? Sir, no genuine Protestant in 
the empire ever said so. He has been what we call a “ kiln-dried one,” 
who holds the Book of Common Prayer in one hand, Paine’s Age of Reason 
in the other, and carries the host in his mouth at the same time. 

I come now to the easiest part of my task, namely, to notice your 
charges, - and point out your falsehoods, as it regards the Wesleyans. 

1. You charge us "with “being inveterate enemies of freedom of con- 
science.” How canyon say so, when we have through evil report and good 
report, been preaching deliverance from the guilt and tyranny of sin, through 
faith in the blood of Christ, for the last century ? Even in Ireland, for the 
last 80 years past, God has made us instrumental in liberating the consciences 
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of many hundreds of Roman Catholics, not only from the guilt of sin, but 
from the oppressions of Popery. Sir, you have touched on an important 
point, in talking about freedom of conscience. I feel obliged to you for 
the subject. What freedom of conscience is among the poor Priest-ridden 
Papists of Ireland ? Does it consist in selling the last hen and her eggs 
to pay the Priest for his mock pardon, or in their own estimation be damn- 
ed to all eternity P Does it consist in having their iniquity exposed pub- 
licly from the altar, if the Priest is not paid his dues P What liberty^ of 
conscience did the poor woman possess, who in the county of Wicklow was 
sentenced by the Priest to go roimd an old ruined chapel at the silent hour 
of 12 o’clock at night, because he discovered that she read the new 
testament P What liberty of conscience did the poor people possess, who 
on various occasions, when listening to Ousley and others preaching in the 
streets, have been subjected to the lash of the Priest’s whip, while it cut 
and sounded like that of a negro driver P You talk of liberty of conscience, 
forsooth ! What is this but a strumpet boasting of her virtue P No man 
knows better than you do, that the Papist’s liberty of conscience is carried 
in the Priest’s pocket. He is to such the town clock, and hence no man 
dare carry a watch or exercise his private judgment. Why talk of hberty 
of conscience in a church which denies the right of private judgment in 
rehgion ? There cannot possibly be any such thing among you. 

2. But you say we are enemies to religious liberty.” What do you mean ? 
I cannot understand you. Do we prevent the circulation of the Scriptures 
among the Irish peasantry ? The Priests do ; not we. Do we at any time 
disturb the established clergy, even in the sanctuary of the dead, while 
performing the rites of Christian burial ? Yom finest pisintry upon the face 
of the earth do ; not we. This is the work of “ the beloved black feet and 
white feet.” Do we curse from the altar, those fathers, mothers, or guar- 
dians, who, under any circumstances, would send their children to a Pro- 
testant school ? The priests do ; not we. When you. Sir, popped on your 
knees in the gutter at Ennis, during the time of your first election, to 
receive the benediction of a Popish bishop, did we interfere ? Not at all ; 
we only laughed at your hypocrisy. You may worship the Virgin Mary 
from morning tdl night, dip yom legal wig in holy water, thump your 
breast at a holy well, hang a rag on the adjoining bush, hurl and dance 
after Mass, or during its service fall on your face to a crucifix stuck on the 
wall, and after all hold a pohtical meeting within the precincts of the 
chapel and receive your pocketful of “ the tribute,” and not one of us will 
ever intermeddle or endeavour to prevent you. No, no, Mr. O’Connell ; 
we wlQ only pity your ignorance, abhor your folly and sin, pray for your 
deliverance from the worst thing connected with you, namely, your reli- 
gion ; and try simply to hinder you from forcing the Host into our mouth, 
dragging us to Mass with a halter round our neck, and fire faggot at our 
tails. 

3. But we are equal enemies to “civil liberty.” Stop, Mr. O’Con- 
nell, who told you so ? The Jesuit : never mind him ; mind me. Go, ask 
the negroes in the West Indies, who contributed most to their liberty ? 
Who sent in the greatest number of petitions to parliament. Certainly the 
Wesleyans as a body. How many came from “ the hereditary bondsmen” 
of Ireland ? Less than from any other party in the empire. How do you 
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account for tliis ? I account for it thus : you are the greatest clamourera 
for liberty to yourselves in the wide world, because you have the disposi- 
tion, and claim the right to make all others slaves to you. Slavery is 
consonant to the very genius of Popery. What are your notions of civil 
liberty ? A liberty to trample on your neighbours — a liberty for the mob 
to raise demagogues like you on their shoulders — a liberty for the Tippe- 
rary Ribbonmen to murder all who consent to pay tithes or even rent, if 
they disapprove of it — a liberty for the priests to rule this country through 
you,, and raise their wicked ecclesiastical law above the civil. Here is your 
aim throughout the empire : and if we are defaulters in not' assisting you, 
you may fault St. John and not us, who shews that the church rising 
above the secular powers is the mother of harlots, riding on the beast. 

4. But, “ John Wesley was one of the principal founders or managers 
of that protestant association, which in June, 1780, raised a rebellion in 
London, &c.” How is this to be answered ? Very promptly. It is a fiat, 
clumsy, ill-digested, and momtrous falsehood — a mere popish pasquinade 
— an O’Connellite, written with a front of brass, and a ** conscience seared 
with a hot iron.’* No man but Simon Magus could advance this. You 
might as •well assert that John Wesley was father Halligan, who in the 
massacre of 1641, confessed his congregation, gave them absolution for the 
crime not yet perpetrated, and sent them hot from the altar to murder 
every protestant, man, woman and child who came in their way. You 
might as readily assert. Sir, that John Wesley, put the torch to Sculla- 
bogue bam, during the late rebellion, when it was filled with protestants, 
who thus suffered by popish cmelty and treachery. You might as readily 
attempt to make the nation believe that he was the bloody associate of 
Gardiner and Bonner, two infaUibles of your church in the days of brutal 
Queen Mary. The history and character of Mr. Wesley, are too well 
known for you to tarnish his fame. Where are your proofs ? You cannot 
produce them. I know right well the ground on which you tread. 
Father O’Leary and Mr. Wesley at that time had a controversy. O’Leary, 
like a true son of his lying mother, charged Mr. Wesley "with plunder, 
chapel burning, raising the mob, and all manner of evil of his own inven- 
tion. Nay, more, he published a forged letter, with Mr. Wesley’s name to 
it, and his own reply in relation to that accusation. You lay hold on the 
forgery, and after O’Leary has gone to his reward, you rake up his roguery 
and wickedness, and father it on Mr. Wesley. The annals of the world 
cannot furnish a piece of greater insolence than this. It is barefaced, 
unblushing impudence, which can only be repelled ■with the scorn and in- 
dignation of every man who has any regard for truth. The name of Wesley, 
Sir, will live when your’s is written in the dust ; and his followers wUI 
constitute a section of the universal church, when your Popes, Bishops, 
Priests, Friars, and Church itself, shall have melted away like the snow 
in Spring. 

A word or two respecting your representation of Mr. Wesley’s creed 
and changes in religion, and I have done. Every body knows, that though 
Mr. Wesley received religious information from the Moravians, and espe- 
cially from Peter Bohler, yet he never was a Moravian. Neither was he 
at any time an Antinomian or a Calyinist of any kind. When Mr. Wesley 
speaks of himself as being a Papist, in his early proceedings, he only 
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meani, that he sought salvation by works and not by faith ; and that he 
was ignorant, self-righteous, unconverted, and destitute of the true scrip- 
tural plan of salvation. He never invented, as you state, two modes of 
justification — one without repentance and the other with it. He never 
taught, as you aver, either in whole or in part, that all must be damned who 
come under your three categories. The whole of what you have written 
on this point contains this truth and nothing more, that Mr. Wesley 
in his search after true inward religion, increased by degrees in knowledge ; 
as you did in the study of the law. And now. Sir, do you think the 
public are such fools as to fancy for a moment, that you took the trouble 
of reading Mr. Wesley’s works, in sixteen volumes octavo, Mr. Fletcher’s 
in ten or twelve, and the Centenary volume, that you might be able to 
give to the public a fair statement of his opinions and doctrines. There 
is not a man in the empire believes this, or that you took any pains what- 
ever. The general opinion, is that which I have advanced — that some 
Priest or Jesuit furnished you with the raw materials, and you arranged 
them in form, and sent them forth to the world as your own. I know Mr. 
Wesley’s works and the progress of his opinions, and I have now no hesita- 
tion in saying, that the paragraphs on this point, in your letter, are wilful, 
conscious, deliberate falsehoods. In fact, this part of your letter above all 
others defies criticism. You had abundant evidence before you in Wesley’s 
works “ clear as the sun.” — You have not only distorted but invented. 
That part of your letter relating to his religious views and conduct, exhi- 
bits as lamentable a picture of ignorance, impudence, falsehood, bare-faced 
distortion, immanly and satanic perversion of truth, as ever was presented 
to the human eye in the same compass of words, not only since the inven- 
tion of printing, but since the foundation of Christianity. 

In conclusion, 1 would just say. Sir, that had you not invited us to 
submit to your Church, and spoken of Her as “ the pillar and ground of 
the truth,” it is very likely I would not have noticed you ; I would have ac- 
quiesced in the dignified, summary, and judicious resolutions of the Man- 
chester Educational Committee ; I would have left the history, character, 
and creed of Wesley, to speak for themselves, knowing that aU stand too , 
high for you to touch, much less to tarnish. You entered into controversy 
once with the Rev. Robert Daly on transubstantiation. I read your letter 
It was 

A specimen rare, upon the whole, 

Of the figure of speech called rigmarole, 

For it hath no body, much less a soul. 

It was a piece of unmixed balderdash from beginning to end. Come, 
now, if you please try your hand with me. Fix on any doctrine you choose : 
any in this letter ; and I pledge myself to demonstrate it to be “a doctrine 
of devils.” Keep to 1 Tim. iv. 1. — 3. Get out of the dilemma if you 
can. I now defy you. You cannot. If so the whole controversy is decided ; 
your Church is a false church, and has departed from the faith. 

I am. Sir, a Wesleyan Minister, who repels your invitation with Chris- 
tian indignation. 

DANIEL M‘AFEE. 



Cork, August 8, 1839. 
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TO THE EDITOR OF THE SOUTHERN REPORTER. 

Killarney, August 1 1th 1839. 

Sir, — In the Constitution or Cork Advertiser of yesterday’s date, I have 
read a letter addressed to my father, purporting to be the production of 
a Mr. Daniel M'Afee/’ a Wesleyan Minister, residing in Cork. I do 
not mean to deny Mr. M'Afee’s right — if he thinks proper — to enter into 
controversy with my father ; on the contrary, while I cannot but pity his 
foUy, I must admire his audacity. His epistle is valuable thus far, that it 
shows that my father’s late letter to the Wesleyan gentry at Manchester 
— the Rigges, Woodses, &c. — ^has had the effect of inducing, at least, one 
zealous minister of their profession, to come forward and show his con- 
tempt for their resolutions, by entering into open controversy, on matters, 
the discussion of which, by persons of his class, the aforesaid resolution* 
were intended to prohibit. But, Sir, Mr. Daniel M'Affee has introduced 
my name into his manifesto after the following fashion : — 

** You” (meaning my father) “ enticed by your agents at the Kerry 
Election, a poor man, to vote for your son Maurice, against the interest* 
of his landlord, and when turned out of his farm, you refused him the 
smallest sum out of the money then in the funds of your Association, to 
relieve him, although the apphcation was signed by several of the most 
respectable of your adherents in Tralee.” 

Now, let me call upon Mr. Daniel M'Affee simply to state — 

1st. — ^At what Election was I a candidate for Kerry ? for so I must trans- 
late the term “ Kerry Election.” 

2ndly, — Waiving that point, at which of the elections for Tralee, where 
I was a candidate, did the case he alludes to occur ? 

3rdly. — The name of this “ poor peasant,” and of the landlord against 
whose interests he voted,” and who consequently “ turned him out of his 
farm” — as also, in what part of the borough of Tralee said farm is situate. 

Until Mr. Daniel M'AlFee states the name of the man — and of the 
landlord by whom he was ejected, I shall hold him guilty of a base slander 
on the conservative gentry of Tralee. They have always strenuously op- 
* posed me ; I believe they are ready to do so on any future occasion ; but 
I most willingly do them the justice of sa}dng, that I never heard of any 
such act of civil oppression on their part as that which Mr. Daniel M'AfFee 
has asserted. And now, mark, I pray you, how admirable an advocate for 
freedom of conscience this man must be. He condemns not the conduct 
of his imaginary landlord. He would have allowed his poor peasant, at 
the bidding of any landlord, to have prostituted his conscience for the 
base motive of wordly lucre. The freedom from peijury of the man’s 
immortal soul did not interest him ; it is only into the condition of his 
breeches’ pocket that Mr. M‘Afee condescends to inquire. If I am to 
guess at Mr. M*AfFee’s country from his name, he ought to be the native 
of a land whose children are proverbially cautious and prudent. Whether 
he has observed that caution in one part of his lucubration, I leave your 
readers to judge. As for the remainder of the production, the reply there- 
unto rests with the person to whom he has addressed it. 

I have the honor to be. Sir, your faithful Servant, 

MAURICE O'CONNELL. 
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TO MAURICE O’CONNELL, Esa. M.P. FOR TRAIJIE. 

Sib, — I was puzzled a little, whether I could address this letter to you, 
to your father, or to the editor of the Cork Constitution. I felt a repug- 
nance at first, to notice you in this form, because I consider you rather an 
insignificant kind of man — without any talent to distinguish you, and 
almost entirely worthless as it regards the borough of Tralee, and the 
official duties of parliament. I should rather think, several, even of your 
friends, are beginning to feel as I do. There are two kinds of weather — 
wet and dry — which must keep your inefficiency before their eyes. You 
know. Sir, that in a fine, dry, sunny day, the nearest way from Tralee to 
Blennerville, is by the banks of the canal, or rather an immense rut about 
an English mile long. It is impossible for any one to view it unfinished, and 
now constituting a nuisance, without saying or thinking — “these O’Connells 
can talk and bluster, and make fair speeches; but what have they done ? ITiis 
canal so called, has remained for years in this state, and it would seem, 
that as far as they are concerned, it must remain so for ever.” And then 
when the flood comes rolling down from that hilly region, your worthless- 
ness is not only seen but felt, by the inhabitants of Tralee. For want of 
improvement the streets get flooded, and this oftener than in other places, 
and are proverbial for the bad state in which they generally are. What 
then have you done in relation to one or other of these things ? Had not 
a mistake of mine, which I wdl soon notice, afforded you the opportunity 
of appearing before the pubhc, your constituents could scarcely tell whe- 
ther you were living or dead. From these considerations, my impression 
at first was, that I should not address you ; but on reading your letter a 
second time, I found you to be the son of your father — you exhibit the 
same pride, bigotry, contempt, misrepresentation, and uncandid, shifting, 
wriggling spirit in miniature, which he has displayed at large before the 
world. Give you the same versatihty of talent to develope it fuUy, and 
the evil passions of corrupt nature would appear in you as they do in 
him. You evidently approve of his lies and his slander, and thereby make 
them your own. As it is his spirit, and not individuals merely, which I 
oppose, I cannot be wrong therefore in addressing you, for at any rate I 
am engaged in resisting the arch fiend — the spirit which works, and es- 
pecially through popery, in the children of disobedience. You say. Sir, 
in the commencement of your letter, “ while I cannot but pity his folly, I 
must admire his audacity.” So, then, it is great folly in me to enter the 
list of controversy with your father ! Wonderful man that he is ! a lawyer, 
a statesman, a mere popish harlequin, who comes forth to arouse the public 
with his lying antics, that he may prepare the way for the begging-box, 
and for emptying the pockets shortly of our deluded countrymen. Surely, 
Sir, there was no folly in David’s throwing a stone at the vaunting Goliath 
of Gath, for it struck him in the forehead ; and there can be little folly, 
indeed, in my resisting Simon Magus now, as Protestant Peter did of old. 
The devil was resisted from the beginning, and yet he is as wicked and 
persevering in evil now, as he was at any former time. Your father, no 
doubt, will follow his example; but this forms no reason why he also 
should not be resisted, ' You need not therefore pity my folly in trying to 
do a hopeless work. But it is also in your estimation great “ audacity.” 
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You admire this. You think I have spirit and boldness. Why should I 
not ? Though I am not from y the land of mountain and of flood,” as you 
infer ** I ought to be” from my name, yet I was bpm within sight of it, in 
the province of Ulster, and, to tell you the plain truth, I have no doubt 
but some of my ancestors assisted John Knox to break the graven images 
in Scotland at the time of the reformation. Sir, I am an Irishman as well 
as you, but fortunately I happened to be bred in a place in which, within 
a circle of twelve miles round, you could not fill a mass-house. Does this 
account for my spirit and boldness P Not entirely, I have read my Bible ; 
I have submitted to its authority and imbibed its spirit. Nay more, for 
years 1 have been famiharly acquainted with the history, doctrines, spirit, 
practices and iniquity of Popery. 1 have marked its deceit, falsehood, 
superstitions and tyranny in the south and west of my country. I have 
seen all its spirit, attributes, lying and varnished iniquity, embodied in 
your father as a public man. I have compared it with the Bible ; and the 
Scriptures have taught me to hate it, as they would have me to hate sin 
and Satan. I may, it is true, be of a different spirit from some good 
natured, easy-going kind of Protestants, that, in this age of liberality, 
would blush to contradict Satan himself. In addressing your father I have 
shown something of Paul’s spirit, when he said to Elymas the sorcerer, 
who belonged to the Magus family — “ O ! full of all subtility and all mis- 
chief, thou child of the devil — thou enemy of all righteousness, wilt thou 
not cease to pervert the right ways of the Lord ?” lliere is nothing, there- 
fore, remarkable in my spirit and boldness. It is the spirit of the apostles 
and martyrs — of the reformers and patriots — the true patriots, that love 
this coun^, not for the sake of its luxuriant plains and its beggar’s pence ; 
but because the souls of its inhabitants, bought with a Saviour’s blood, are 
cheated with Popish lies, and kept in the thraldom of sin, by roguish priests 
and self interested demagogues. I proceed. Sir, to answer your queries. 
Here you will find me an honest man — no Popish shuffling — no Jesuitrj'^ — 
no want of candour. I glory in being the opposite of your father. You 
now shall have a distinct answer. 

1st — At what election was I candidate for Kerry ? ” In my letter to 
your father I alluded to the election of 1835. In that I said “ your son 
Maurice,” instead of “your nephew Morgan.” I thought you at that time 
were the member for the county. You will forgive this mistake, seeing 
there are so many O’Connells now thrust into parliament through priestly 
influence, that any man who does not keep a list of the family is liable to 
confound the Maurices and the Morgans. I confess that in this case I 
became a priest for once; for I transubstantiated you into Morgan and 
Morgan into you ; and yet, you are the identical Mr. Maurice O’Connell 
still (and not Morgan) that you were before — I put you into the county 
instead of the borough. Think on this for a little, and, perhaps, I may 
make a convert of you. You cannot be transubstantiated into Morgan, 
simply because Morgan exists ; and the wafer cannot possibly be transub- 
stantiated into Christ’s body, simply because it exists — and existed in 
heaven for 1,800 years before even the grain of that wafer grew in a field. 
Don’t you think now that the priest is a fool for indulging such a fancy, 
and a knave for teaching it ? But then he is infallible, and hence liis lies 
are all truth.? 
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2dly — “ At which of the elections for Tralee, where I was a candidate, 
did the case he alludes to occur ?” The election was for the count)’’, not 
for the borough, and hence I should have send Morgan and not you. It 
was the election of 1835. 

3dly — The name of his poor peasant,” and of the landlord ** against 

whose interests he voted,” and who consequently turned him out of his 
farm.” This now is the great point. Here you fancied you had a triumph ; 
but the triumph of the wicked is short. You thought, forsooth, that I had 
brought a false charge against your father, simply because I confounded 
your name with that of Morgan O’Connell. It is my business now to 
substantiate it, and bring it against him with tenfold force. I am sure he 
will not commend you for a great stock of Scotch, or even Irish prudence, 
for interfering. From the cautious manner in which you propose the ques- 
tion, I am strongly inclined to think, that you knew the case right well, 
and that you have taken this plan to lead away from the main point in 
hand, namely, the charge of hard-heartedness, and ingratitude, which I 
brought against your selfish father. A cracked brick or a broken slate, 
according to O’Connell’s judgment, W'ould be quite sufficient to condemn 
a most substantial building, or make the world believe it has no existence. 
’Phis, however, will not do. The fact of your father’s cupidity, unthank- 
fulness, and want of chaiitable feeling, remains where I placed it — unal- 
tered. I said to him, “ You enticed by your agents, at the Kerry election, 
a poor man to vote for your nephew Morgan, (now I am correct) against 
the interest of his landlord, and when turned out of his farm, you refused 
him the smallest sum out of the money then in the funds of your associa- 
tion, to relieve him, although the application was signed by several of the 
most respectable of your adherents in Tralee.” Here is a condensed state- 
ment of a fact, the circumstances of which I conceived it unnecessary to 
detail in my letter to your father. You have now called upon me publicly 
to do so, or you will “ hold me guilty of a base slander on the conservative 
gentry of Tralee” — that is, you will place me on the same pedestal with your 
father, whom I heard slander, satirise, and abuse them from the balcony of 
the chamber of commerce in Tralee. I cannot help here mentioning another 
fact, as I pass along, in connexion with slander and satanic wickedness of the 
meanest, basest, and lowest bred order, that I ever heard attributed to your 
father, during his career of malevolence and lying. His own cousin. Priest 
Connor, WTote, at the heels of the same election, a libellous production 
against the character of an inhabitant of Tralee — a man of as upright 
principles and character as any other in Ireland, and one who was and is 
esteemed by the peasantry as a very honest man, which is their highest 
commendation in point of trade. His business principally lay with them. 
The libel appeared in the Tralee Mercury. This person’s trade was injured 
for some time — exclusive dealing took place — he prosecuted the Mercury 
and the jury found damages. Your father, in the same speech made from 
the balcony, before some thousands of the peasantry, turning his face to- 
w'ards this person’s shop, (I saw him,) satirised and abused the “ rueful 
swadler” as he termed him. Thus in his meanness, malignity, and un- 
called for display of the most inveterate hatred towards the interest of an 
honest man, advanced in years, wdth a large family, Simon Magus gave a 
magic miniature representation of the priest’s libel, the natural tendency of 
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which was, to keep up the same feeling in the vulgar mind, and produce the 
same effect. On that occasion he reminded me of those fiends which, at 
their own request, were sent into the herd of swine — ^his spirit was memi, 
grovelling, violent, miserable and destructive. So much, now, for ** a di- 
gression for sake of digression.” You wkh now, sir, to have the names of 
the peasant and the landlord. Here they are, John Hickson, Esq., of 
Grove, near Dingle, and William Shanahan. Are your eyes now opened ? 
It is to evil, and not to good. The case will now go against you. It stands 
thus : — Shanahan was tenant to Mr. Hickson. He had a vote for the 
county. He faithfully and repeatedly promised to vote for the Knight of 
Kerry who was always a stanch advocate for Cathohc Emancipation, and 
a man to whom the O’Connells and Romanists were bound to show grati- 
tude. Shanahan not only gave the pledge to his landlord, but to several 
other gentlemen. The election came on ; he violated his promise, and 
voted for your cousin Morgan. How was this effected } Who was the 
agent ? You did not propose this question in your letter. Let me, how- 
ever, give it a reply. It was a priest — pious man ! — who, for the good of 
the church, would make Shanahan lie and act. ungratefully, and then for- 
give him at the next confession. He first influenced his wife (see how 
minutely I am acquainted with the transaction,) and the two joining, like 
the serpent and Eve, caused this son of old Adam to sin, and finally to be 
cast out of his paradise. In the course of some time Shanahan’s rent be- 
came due. It was demanded of course. He either could not or would not 
pay. He was destrained. He ran into law against his landlord. Three 
records were the issue. He was cast in each, and in fact was ruined. His 
losing the farm was the result of his own folly and obstinacy. How did 
Mr. Hickson treat him in the end, after all his unjustifiable conduct ? Let 
Shanahan answer for himself. Here are his own words taken from a letter 
written by him to the editor of the Kerry Evening Post : — “ With every 
kind, generous, and humane feeling, he (Mr. Hickson) forgave all costs, 
charges, and expenses attendant on three records, besides giving himself, 
his father-in-law, and brother-in-law who were equally involved with him- 
self their stock, furniture, &c., by paying only one gale's rent out of a 
large arrear, on giving him possession of the farm.” Such is the testimony 
of this man to the conduct and character of Mr. Hickson. Pray, sir, do I 
now slander the conduct of the conservative gentry of Kerry 9 Many of 
them know me ; and I am certain that your insidious remark on this point 
will only excite the disgust of their high, stanch, and unflinching minds. 
In sound, Protestant feeling, they are not excelled by any of thejsame class 
in Ireland. We have seen Mr. Hickson’s conduct towards Shanahan, 
who gave him every opposition in his power ; let us now glance at that of 
Daniel O’Connell, Esq., M.P. — “the great liberator, emancipator, pacifi- 
cator, regenerator, elevator, and renovator of Ireland,” as one of his worthy 
admirers once said in a speech. He and Shanahan were of the same holy, 
orthodox, and infaUible church ; they repaired to the same kind of confes- 
sional for pardon, they expected, no doubt, being contemporaries, finally 
to alleviate each other’s pains in the fire of purgatory ; they fought for the 
good of the church in one spirit at the hustings ; and besides all this, poor 
deluded Shanahan had hitherto been a collector of the “ rent.” In the 
midst of his deepest distress, he repairs to Tralee. His case is right well 



known to the priests, and the gentlemen of the Chamber of Commerce. They 
feel for him. His case is stated in a letter addressed to your father. The first 
name is that of Dr. M*Ennery, the vicar-general of the Popish diocese. I 
know several of the others to be most respectable men. Here is the docu- 



ment : — ♦ 

August 16, 1836. 

*• Sir, — ^We, the undersigned clergy and freeholders of Tralee, most 
respectfully recommend the bearer, Mr. Wm. Shanahan, to your consider- 
tion. The losses that he has sustained, in consequence of his vote at the 
last election, compel him to apply to you for aid, or for advice how to 
procure some remuneration elsewhere. We have. Sir, no hesitation in 
declaring, that, if had voted for the opposite party, he would have no occa- 
sion at present to solicit aid from any person, and we think the refusal of 
some assistance, would be productive of very evil consequences, inasmuch 
as it may have a bad effect on the next election. His relatives and many 
other freeholders had been induced by liim to vote for the popular can- 
didates, and if he is allowed to remain in his present misery, many, who 
now look on him will be deterred from voting honestly, when they know 
that a similar misfortune awaits themselves, if they vote against the 
wishes of their landlords. He is truly to be pitied. 

We are. Sir, with great respect and esteem, your obedient servants and 
respectful friends, 

Francis De La Hunt, 

Bryan O’Connor, 

Francis O’Sullivan, 

John Casey, 

Patrick Hallinan, 

Charles Daly, 

Edmond Stack, 



John G. M'Ennery, 

Eugene O, Sullivan, R.C.C 
Michael O’Sullivan, P. P. 

R. Leyne, 

Edm. Fitzmaurice, R.C.C. 

Thomas Bunton, 

Richard Donovan, 

James Poyntz. 

“ To Daniel O’Connell, Esq. M.P. &c. &c.’ 



Michael Reddy, 
Daniel Supple, jun. 
Timothy Donovan, 
Gerald Fitzgibbon, 
Thomas Stack, 
Francis Heady, 
Dennis Hiu*le/. 



See poor Shanahan ! now he has got the letter in his possession. It is 
the month of August. He is on his way to Derrynane. He climbs the 
hiUs with energy, and traverses the glens with a light step and lighter 
heart. He sighs to see his neighbours reaping and himself without a 
sheaf ; but he is on his way to the mansion of power, hospitality, friend- 
liness, and unbounded charity, and ere the breath of his heaving breast 
has freely mingled with the atmosphere, his contracted lips send forth a 
joyous whistle. He will soon see the great O’Connell — the patriot whose 
heart has almost been on the eve of rending in a thousand speeches (not 
pieces) over the wrongs, woes, and oppressions of his “ hereditary bonds- 
men.” His reception will be cordial, his services appreciated, and his 
merits and sufferings amply rewarded. He is now a made man ; he ex- 
amines his purse to see if it will bear the weight of gold, that it will be 
his good fortune to carry home. He arrives at the mansion. He goes in 
it is true, at the back gate, but expects to go out at the front. His petition 
is sent up to the ** lord of the treasury,” and is returned with this reply, 
which I myself saw in Mr. O’Connell’s own handwriting at the foot of the 
petition. 

“ I should consent to have aU my family excluded from parliament, and 
myself also, sooner than have applications made to me for money in this 
shape. Daniel O’Connell.” 
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With what feelings did poor Shanalian now return from Uerrynane 
He describes them in the following extract from his letter to the editor of 
the Kerry Evening Post, dated August the 29th, 1836 ; — 

“ It is the duty of the public at large to look forward to a future period 
when similar circumstances might foolishly involve them, such as have in- 
volved myself. Let them do so and vote for the liberal side, which I have 
every reason to call ilhberal and ungrateful, and they shall experience 
misery on the one hand, and a cold, unfeeling, denial on the other, such as 
I met with from the Liberator at his own house, in Derry nane Abbey, on 
the 23d instant, written by himself at the tail of a petition, signed by the 
respectable clergy, and the other respectable gentlemen who lent their 
names, placing that confidence in him* which he and his friends always had 
on every occasion experienced from the honest and independent freehol- 
ders of Tralee * * * jf the people of Ireland were to meet the Libe- 

rator’s annual rent a little more cool, and were I to be less active, and less 
zealous in collecting this impost of his, perhaps they and I might meet 
with a better reception at Derrynane. I state nothing in this letter but 
what I can really and honestly prove.’* 

Here let us make a reflection or two on this transaction. In the first 
place, those gentlemen in Tralee knew Shanahan well, and the wretched 
state to which he was brought for the good of the church. Secondly — 
They considered Daniel O’Connell, then in Derrynane, as the only man 
living who ought to relieve him, or if not, to give him advice or authority 
to get relief elsewhere, namely, out of the fund for supporting the election. 
Thii’dly — ^They used every argument they could — what they said was with- 
out “ hesitation” — the losses sustained — the manner in which he treated 
the opposite party — how he influenced his relatives and others — and they 
go so far as to say “ we think the refusal of some assistance would be 
productive of very evil consequences,” besides that Shanahan is truly an 
object of pity. The result of all this on your father’s hard and callous 
heart is now before the public* True it is, he shapes his reply, as if it ex- 
pressed the indignation of a patriot. But what did he here repel The 
rent or tribute which this man formerly collected ? No, verily, he would 
not have refused a communication made to him in that shape ; but he sent 
the man away with feigned indignation against the shape of his application, 
leaving him and his friends of the Chamber of Commerce to ruminate on 
the import of the term shape, while he kept the money in his pocket, and 
let the man go starve or beg. He knew well, th^t on refusing those gen- 
tlemen as he did, he could not lose their support — that this w’^ould involve 
their consistency and especially their religion, if they turned against him — 
he thought the transaction also, never would become pubhc, and then it 
was but another bubble on the stream of ingratitude which naturally flows 
from his heart. Like an old beggarman, whom I once heard say — “ Madam, 

I am an independant man ; for if you do not help me, there are fifty in towm. 
who will,” he could afford to be ungrateful, and even indulge his natural 
impudence to the very men who had served him. His reply, however, was 
a most ingenious one. I will translate it for you, as you kindly did the 
phrase ** Kerry Election” for me ; — '* I should consent to resign the beg- 
ging box, to have the collectors dismissed, never to have; another lying 
speech uttered from the altar, to excite such beggars, even as Shanahan, to 

c 
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contribute to the juttice rent, and to have my family and self excluded from . 

parliament, aye, and even to run the risk of having our perjury, as it con* I 

cerns the oath we took respecting the Protestant establishment, for ever * 

rinremitted by the true church, rather than, after I have received money to ' 

work for her interest, to have it taken from me in this shape, by even the j 

Vicar- General of the diocese.” I am afraid, sir, there is something of the 
infidel still in your father. It is a well known fact in Tralee, that, after he 
returned from St. Omers, when a young man, he, out of contempt for 
popery, threw his aunt’s manual or prayer book into the fire, and burned 
it. He made summary work with St. Peter, the Virgin Mary, the Angels, 
and all the train of Popish mediators. In addition to this, I have heard it 
stated, that at that time, he w^as quite in a swither, as the northerns phrase 
it, whether he should come forth at the bar as a Protestant or a Papist. 

Pope Leo X., who denied the being of God, said once to Cardinal Bembo, 

“ This fable of Jesus Christ has done us good service P'* and so your father 
may say to you as it regards the fable of Popery. It is no wonder, then, 
that he receives priestly absolution every day ; for he is better paid for his 
infidel submission, than any priest in the world is for imposing on man- 
kind. I should be much inclined to think, that before he wrote the lying 
letters about John Wesley and his doctrines, he must have got at least a 
month’s indulgence before hand, that by the help of lying Father O’Leary’s 
forged letter he might blaspheme the Bible, villify the dead, abuse the 
living, trample on all decorum, vomit out whole paragraphs of wilful, deli- 
berate, and crude lies, and thereby give quiet advice to the secret society 
of ribbonmen to stab, shoot, or murder the Wesleyan ministers and people 
as they have done those of the Established Church in Ireland. I do verily 
believe, that he is near his fall — that the iniquity of this Amorite is nearly 
full ; and that the nation may be on the look out to see this Haman hang 
on the gallows which he has erected for his unoffending neighbours. 

Verily there is a God that judgeth in the earth.” 

In conclusion, I must notice an important part of your letter. You say, 

** He would have allowed this poor peasant at the bidding of any landlord, 
to have prostituted his conscience for the base motive of worldly lucre. 

The freedom from perjury of the man’s immortal soul did not interest him ; 
it is only into the condition of his breeches’ pocket that Mr. M'Afee con- 
descends to inquire.” This language is rather obscure. I must make it 
plain. Let it be rightly understood, and the very main spring of popery 
will unfold itself, suspended with all the evils which distract our unhappy 
country. Apply it now to Shanahan’s case, and from it we develope the 
ruling principle which actuates the whole of the priesthood and dema- 
gogues through Ireland. Shanahan promises his vote to the Knight 
of Kerry, and thereby acts in accordance with the wishes of a good and in- 
dulgent landlord. Hereby his judgment, his circumstances, and the na- 
tural tie which subsists in civil society all combine ; but the priest in the 
mean time steps in, threatens damnation, tells him he is violating his 
sacramental vows, frightens him with purgatory, refuses him absolution, 
and shews him he will be guilty of perjur3»^ against his church, if he votes 
against Maurice O’Connell ; and thus succeeds in leading him to his ruin, 
and finally to the ruthless repulse of your ungrateful father ; and now 
you come forward to justify such conduct, and tell the British public that 
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Shanahan, your father, yonrself, and all the impists who are returned to 
parliament would be guilty of perjury, if you did not endeavour, with 
might and main, to give ascendancy to your religion in all things. This 
is the very spirit of what you have now stated. Here now is a striking 
instance of what you mean by freedom of conscience ; it is a liberty to 
break every natural tie 'of civil society for the purpose of giving ascendancy 
to popery ; it is the liberty of violating the parliamentary oath of honest 
God-fearing, confiding Protestantism, to keep another directly opposite, 
imposed by the church of Rome. To bre^ the latter is perjury — foul 
black perjury ; to violate the other is but a venial sin, which even a hedge 
priest could mb out, as easily as a boy at school cleans his slate ! Let the 
public now judge of your folly in meddling with this case : and say whe- 
ther I have not proved the black-hearted ingratitude of your father to ** one 
of the finest peasantry upon the face of the earth.” It may gratify many 
to hear that Shanahan, his brothers and others who knew this case, arc 
now as stanch conservatives as are to be found in the county of Kerry. 

I am. Sir, for affording me this additional opportunity of unfolding 
your father’s vileness, your much obliged servant, 

DANIEL M‘AFEE. 



Cork, August 19M, 1839. 



TO DANIEL O’CONNELL, Esq., M.P. 

Sir — In your second letter to the Wesleyans, there is much of Jesuiti- 
cal art and aim. One chief object of the whole epistle is to sever the 
afifections of the other great Protestant parties of the empire from their Wes- 
leyan brethren ; and hence, by dividing the united strength, you could the 
more easily effect your aim, in introducing popish ascendancy. Like 
Sampson’s foxes, you came in with a fire-bmnd at your tail, and the result 
is, you have burned nothing but yourself. You cannot disturb the union 
which subsists among genuine Protestants. There is a imion of intention, 
of feeling, and of exertion, which you can never destroy. It is not the union 
of darkness — of amere gr*ave-yard — like that which peiradesthe serfs of your 
church, whose right of private judgment lies buried at the door of your 
chapels. Every Romanist drowns it in the stone basin of holy water, as 
he enters the sanctuary “of infallible imposture. All tme Protestants think 
and let think — they all stand on the one foundation, which is Christ Jesus — 
they are all included in the Catholic circle of Christianity — separated in 
their parties, it is true, by minor shades of difference, but stiU regarding 
Christ as the centre. TMs true Catholic ground is not occupied by your 
church. She finds another centre in Antichrist, who has been blasphe- 
mously styled by some noted sons of the harlot “ The Lord God, the 
Pope.” Hence, she belongs not to the Catholic system of Christianity. 
She dwells in the regions of imaginary traditions, and grossly dark, un- 
^ scriptural illusions, and vile impostures. She intrudes herself, however, 
upon our notice, and though grown grey in sin, deceit and error, she 
would fain make us believe, that she is one, holy, orthodox, and Catholic. 
In you, she has found an experienced, capit^y qualified, and well paid 
champioa. She deserves credit at your hapd; inasmuch as she has not sent 
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you into the warfare at your own expenses. Neither has she permitted 
you to take the field of controversy without 'armour. Old Father O’Leary, 
the laughing Capuchin Friar, left his as a legacy to the Irish Church mili- 
tant upon earth ; and you, finding it to fit admirably well, got it sprinkled 
afresh with holy water, and behold ! you appear as a knight errant against 
the Wesleyans, and through them against all the Protestants in the empire. 
Let us glance at the several parts of this ancient monkish, Jesuitical, and 
priestly piece of armour. There is first the girdle of falsehood, which 
binds the several parts of the dress tight about the loins. Then, there is 
the breastplate of wickedness, which screens the heart from the influence 
of righteous principle. The sandals of strife and war are conspicuous upon 
the feet, and quahfy for trampling on the Bible, and treading on those who 
refuse to support arrogant pretensions . The helmet, is the hope of popish 
absolution, and of getting safe through purgatory, seeing it is but a venial 
sin, to deal in untruths for the good of the church, and the establishment 
of the true orthodox religion. The shield is infidelity, embossed and var- 
nished by the creed of Pope Pius IV. But what is the sword P Not that 
of the Spirit, which is the word of God, but the old, rotten, rusty blade of 
traditions, dug out of the rubbish of Popery, and edged on the one side 
with the grossest slanders, and on the other with the keenest sarcasms ; 
while its point is poisoned with hatred, scorn, and all uncharitableness. 
Thus accoutred, and armed cap-a-pie in the old Friar’s coat of mail, you 
made your appearance, as you tell us, in your speech delivered at the Com 
Exchange to your constituents ; — 

“ Out came the Wesleyan Methodists.— (Loud laughter.) They attacked the mea- 
sure in a most furious manner, but I came out upon them, and I told these men 
themselves what multitudes of them did not know a word about ; and I told their 
wives and children what kind of a genius John Wesley, their foimder, really was.” — 
(Laughter.) 

Certainly, Mr. O’Connell, you did tell us many things about ourselves, 
and the founder of the Wesleyan Society, which we knew not a word 
about before. Until you told us, we never knew that we were enemies to 
freedom of conscience, to civil and religious Hberty, and not one of us, nor 
of OUT fathers, ever dreamed — nor one in the empire, until you told it — 
that John Wesley “ was one of the principal founders or managers of that 
Protestant association, which, in June, 1 780, raised a rebellion in London.” 
Nor did we know or even dream it, that John Wesley was a Moravian, or 
an Antinomian, until you told us. The fact is, you are a capital champion 
for the church of Antichrist. You excel old O’Leary himself, in the inven- 
tion of falsehood. He did not dare in his day to go just so far. Unfortu- 
nate man ! This one transaction, has so fixed your character with a wanton 
disregard for tmth, that even your own party will not now believe your 
declarations, as it respects repeal. They will say within themselves, ** He 
is a repealer for ever, viz. ; until the forthcoming contribution is lodged in 
his coifers.” 

There were some things, however, which you did not tell your constitu- 
ents on that occasion. You did not mention one word. Sir, about the 
challenge which I gave you. You gave no explanation about 1 Tim. iv. 
1 . 2. not one w'ord. You did not explain to them, how your church stands 
branded on the veiy forehead, by the Spirit of God, as being antichrist, 
bf cause, she /or^tds to marry, and commands to abstain from meats. You 
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never alluded to your heartless treatment of poor Shanahan. There was no 
reply to either of my letters. I glory in your silence. I defy you again 
before the face of the nation, to explain the passage of scripture now men- 
tioned, or clear yourself in the case of the poor peasant. You say, “ Those 
who entertain most absurd doctrines, shrink from controversy — CathoUc 
truth does rejoice in, and prosper by, calm, temperate, and deliberate con- 
troversy.** Why, do you now prevent its prosperity ? Come out now 
before the public and let us have a calm and temperate defence. Let no 
pretence now cause you to shrink from my attack. You said in your first 
letter you would pay no attention to any anon)’^mous production. Mine is 
not anonymous ; my name is at the conclusion. I did not burden you 
with many arguments in my first letter. I gave you at least one. Answer 
that one, and I become a papist on the spot. ^You cannot. It is impossible ; 
it decides the controversy. Call in the help of Father Maguire, and in the 
meantime, let me now come to the main point of this letter, namely, to 
prove, that after all your rant about antinomianism, your church, into 
whose vile bosom you invited me, is antinomian in spirit, doctrines, prac- 
tices and members — that she is wrong both in her faith and works — that 
she is an antinomian by profession and has departed from the law and the 
gospel in every thing essential. — Never did I undertake an easier task, 
and I heartily thank you for giving me the opportunity. You say in your 
second letter, Mr. Wesley asks the question — “ What is Antinomianism ’* 
and he answers it thus ; — “ Its main pillars are, that Christ abolished the 
moral law; that therefore, Christians are not obliged to keep it — that 
Christian liberty, is liberty from obeying the commands of God.” Keep 
now to this. We cannot meet on better ground. Antinomianism casts 
off the law, and claims a liberty from obeying the commands of God. If 
so, the church of Rome is essentially antinomian, for the following reasons : 
1 . — She has taken away the second commandment and divided the tenth 
into two, to make up the number. I appeal to her catechisms — to the 
tablets erected in her chapels in proof of this. You know. Sir, that this is 
universal. Let us quote the exact words, from the 20th chapter of Exodus. 
“ Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven image, or any hkeness of any 
thing that is in heaven above or that is in the earth beneath, or that is in 
the water under the earth. Thou shalt not bow down thyself to them, nor 
serve them ; for I the Lord thy God am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity 
of the fathers upon the children, unto the third and fourth generation of 
them that hate me ; and shevdng mercy unto thousands of them that love 
me, and keep my commandments.’* Now, Sir, I should like to know from 
you whether a crucifix be the likeness of anything in earth or heaven ? Do 
the people not bow down to it? Did you not bow before one to day ? 
Why does the priest in prayer turn his face to it on the altar ? Pray, Sir, 
is the Host, which is worshipped with the worship of latria, or the highest 
kind of worship in your church, not like something in the heavens above or 
in the earth beneath ? It is certainly not like Christ ; and therefore, it is 
not He ; but it is very like another wafer or piece of paste of the same size, 
and consequently, to worship it, is idolatry. Can you deny this ? No, 
verily. Does not this command represent your popes, priests, and church 
as haters of God ? Does not this account for the visitations of the Divine 
Being on your church ? Why has she been dismembered f Why did the 
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half of the Roman western empire forsake her communion ? Why were 
the Romanists of Ireland so long in gaining emancipation ? Why can 
you not get corporate reform ? Why will you try in vain to get a repeal 
of the union ? Have you not reason to suspect, at least, that God is angry 
with your idolatry ? He visits the iniquity of the fathers upon the third 
and fourth generation of the children who follow their idolatry. Put away, 
therefore, your crucifixes and your hosts, and worship God above, through 
Jesus Christ, and then, and not till then, shall 

« Ireland be free. 

First flower of the earth, and first gem of the sea.” 

Surely, your church is antinomian, because she has abolished the second 
commandment, w^hich prohibits image worship. . 

II. — Your church. Sir, is antinomian, because she has introduced and 
established half communion. In this, she has departed from one of the 
plainest commands in the whole compass of revelation. We have only to 
quote from the Evangelist Matthew, chap. xxvi. “ And as they were 
eating, Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and broke it and gave it to the 
disciples and said. Take eat ; this is my body. And he took the cup and 
gave thanks and gave it to them saying, drink ye all of it ; For this is 
my blood of the New Testament, which is shed for many for the remission 
of sins.’^ Where is now the authority of Christ } It is trampled on by the 
Church of Rome. The plainest language by way of command is here vio- 
lated. As she took away the second command from the laity, lest they 
might not submit freely to her idolatry ; so she deprives them of the cup 
to countenance her blasphemous, foolish, and absurd doctrine of transub- 
stantiation. You, Sir, never received the sacrament of the Lord’s supper 
in your life. You never tasted the consecrated wine, which calls to re- 
membrance the blood, which was shed for the remission of sins. In these 
days of reform and liberality, why do not your priests restore the cup ? 
Are they acting liberally in this to you and the laity at large ? Why do 
you not form a reformation society to remedy the gross abuses of your 
antinomian church, which claims a liberty from obeying this plain com- 
mand of Christ '? Is it possible for the Saviour of the world to smile on 
the succession of your popes, bishops, and priests, while they disobey him to 
his face, substitute their vain inventions for his institutions, mock his au- 
thority, and disregard his plainest commands ? Here is antinomianism 
with a witness ! And yet you, pious, good man ! had a great aversion to 
pollute your pen by dwelling on those doctrines, which set the commands 
of God at defiance. If there be a curse resting on any one, that adds to or 
takes from the Word of God, a dense, dark cloud of vengeance must abide 
on your church, from the Pope down to the lowest hedge-priest, for taking 
away the wine in the sacrament, contrary to the express command of Christ. 

III. — ^The antinomianism of your church. Sir, is still more extensively 
displayed in her taking away the scriptures from the laity. A few quota- 
tions will discover the iniquity of this authoritative proceeding. — “ And 
these words, which 1 command thee this day, shall be in thine heart ; and 
thou shalt teach them diligently unto thy children,” &c. Dent. vi. 6 — 7. 
“ Search the scriptures, for in them ye think ye have eternal life, and they 
are they which testify of me.” John v. 39. And Jesus answering said 
unto them, do ye not therefore err, because ye know not the scriptures. 
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neither the power of God.” Mark xii. 24. “ Ye shall not add unto the 

word which I command you, neither diminish from it.” Deut. iv. 2. “ Add 
thou not unto his words, lest he reprove thee and thou be found a liar.” 
Prov. XXX. 6. “ If any man shall add unto these things, God shall add 

unto him the plagues that are written in this book ; and if any man shall 
take away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God shall take 
away his part out of the book of life,” &c. Rev. xxii. 18 — 19. 

Now, Sir, there are four things which you cannot deny — 1. That your 
church has taken away the second commandment, and the wine in the 
sacrament. 2. That she has added the creed of Pope Pius IV. in twelve 
articles, her vain traditions and ridiculous ceremonies, to those thing* 
contained in and authorised by the Scriptm’es. 3. That she has prevented 
the circulation and reading of the scriptures in every age and nation, since 
she became an apostate from the true faith, and especially in Ireland. 
4. That the Romanists of this country, and particularly the peasantry, are 
unacquainted with the word of eternal truth. Why, then, is this the case ? 
The answer is ready ; The scriptures would carry light into Babylon, and 
shew her to be the Mother of Harlots. Your popes, bishops, and priests, 
are perfectly aware of this. Hence the burning and burying of Bibles, the 
enmity to scriptural schools, the crusades raised against Bible and Mis- 
sionary Meetings, the support given by the priesthood to the National 
Schools, and the aversion shown by millions of our countrymen to any- 
thing of a scriptural character. From whence does the hatred of the 
people arise against the word of God ? From the priest — the altar — the 
confessional. They are fed on the husks of traditions, amused with poli- 
tical harangues, and often become the subjects of bitter taUnts and vulgar 
priestly abuse from the altar, for that very ignorance and ungodly conduct 
which naturally arises from the want of scriptural instruction. Here is the 
great curse of Ireland — the antinomianism of the hierarchy. The com- 
mandments of God are hidden and broken by wholesale. The peasantry 
therefore, are ingulphed in wickedness. “ Survey the thousands, which 
now surround you,” — said an old gentleman once tome, in a very large 
market in the South, as we stood amidst the peasantry, “ and nineteen out 
of every twenty which you see is a rogue and every man a liar.” How are we 
to account for the faction fights, the desecration of the sabbath, the poli- 
tical meetings in chapels on the Lord’s day, and even those in Townsend 
Street, held repeatedly by yourself, while you’set an example of iniquity to 
all the priests and their parishioners throughout Ireland ? How are we to 
account for the ribbon conspiracy, the systematic burmngs and murders, 
which have disgraced our country, the intimidation of witnesses, and the 
foul, black stain of perjury, which stamps the peasantry generally before 
the Barrister and the Judges of the land, especially in swearing alibies ? 
In fact, it is the natural, and I may almost say the necessary result of po- 
pish antinomianism. The people know nothing of the scriptures ; they 
are taught to mock the “ Bible Saints ;” and their very catechisms not 
only open the door for lies and petty thefts, but set up the dogmas of a 
false church above the commandments of God. You, Sir, are well aware 
of these things ; and yet, you had the hardihood to come out before the 
world as a sworn enemy to antinomianism. Why did you not look behind 
you before you had the temerity to appear, and thus to be driven back in 
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disgraxje You creep out of a vile den of heresie*— of pollution — and of 
darkness ; and forgetting the hole of the pit whence you issued, you talk 
as smoothly, piously, and zealously against errors of head, heart, and 
practice, as if you had come down from the New Jerusalem, instead of pro- 
ceeding from the house of that harlot, who is the mother of all abomina- 
tions. 

IV. — Have your popes, in conjunction with councils, all infallible for- 
sooth ! taken away the second commandment, the wine in the sacrament, 
and the scriptures from the laity ? Then, it is evident, they were anti- 
nomian in their opinions and decrees. Let us now see what kind of gen- 
tlemen these apostolic successors, these infallible impostors, were, who, in 
iniquity fairly outdid the Neros, Domitians, and Caligulas of the ancient 
Roman empire. Their conduct was in perfect accordance with their creed. 
They not only claimed a liberty to disannul the commandments of God, 
but they broke them in every possible form. A late author says : — 

“ It is from the tenth century that we must begin the history of the abominations 
of the Popes. Pope Formosus died in the year 897. By means of a faction of villains, 
his seat was filled by one called Boniface, who had twice before been deposed ; once 
while a Deacon and once while a Priest. This Boniface, turned out of the chair by 
another faction, gave place to Stephen VII., who made himself famous by a remark- 
able action in causing the body of Formosus to be digged out of its grave, and a pro- 
cess to be made against him upon this pretence, that he had suffered himself to be 
translated from another bishopric to that of Rome, contrary to the canons ; and so 
his body was thrown into the Tiber. Tlie historians who have written the lives of the 
Popes, characterize him as a profligate wretch, and make him to have governed only 
fifteen months. Two Popes followed, of whom the one sat in the chair but four months, 
and the other only three weeks. After this came John IX., who continued three 
years. — One Benedict succeeded him on the one hand ; whUst a vile fellow, named 
Sergius, on the other, did also exercise the Pontifical power, as appears by the records 
of those times. Leo V. followed upon the death of Benedict, who at the end of forty 
days was imprisoned by another Pope, named Christophorus, who had the chair but 
seven months. Here are at least seven or eight Popes in that number of years, because 
they turned out and strangled one another. This Christophorus was turned out by 
another most atrocious character named Sergius, of the faction of the Marquess of 
Tuscany. We ought here to peruse the confession of Baronins himself, who entering 
upon the tenth century, calls it the leaden, the iron age, a century of horror and 
darkness. At this time ruled those two most notorious strumpets Theodora, a Roman 
dame, most infamous for her lewdness, and her daughter Marosia, wife to Albertus, 
Marquess of Hetruria, and concubine of this Pope gergius, who, at the same time, 
kept the mother and the daughter, to reward them for raising him to be Pope, by 
their influence and authority. One Athanasius succeeded him, of whom there is no 
account. After him came Landos, who to oblige the infamous Theodora, preferred a 
priest of Ravenna, named John, to the bishopric of Bologna, and afterw’ards to be 
archbishop of Ravenna. But Theodora, not finding it for her convenience to have 
her gallant at such a distance from her, quickly made sway with Landos, and made 
this John X. by name Bishop of Rome. Some historians say that this John was the 
son of Pope, Sergius by Marosia, Theodora’s daughter. This Pope then, was the son 
of a Pope, and kept his grandmother to be his concubine. This monster possessed 
the chair sixteen years, and left it by a violent death ; for Marosia, who is reputed by 
some authors to have been his mother, caused him to be put into prison, and there 
to be stifled under a bed. — She then made Leo VI. Pope in his room, who survived 
but six months, and died in prison of a violent death, as his predecessor did. Several 
who followed in succession had the good fortune to be buried in silence. 

“ It was otherwise with Octavian, son of Albertus, Marquess of Tuscany, who was 
made Pope at seventeen years of age. His crimes were very enormous, but they are 
well known also by the learned word. In him did Rome see another Nero, a second 
Heliogabalus. The Lateran palace became the most public bawdy-house in Europe ; 
an honest woman could not with any safety perform her devotions in the most public 




|iiaces, for women were ruined even in the churche*. Besides this, he offered iucease 
to the devil, and invoked Jupiter and the other gods of the pagans. This monster in 
debauchery was deposed by the Emperor Otho, but he formed a party and raised an 
insurrection, by which much blood was shed. Otho, however, remained master; but 
on his departure to Germany, the prostitutes at Rome set Octavian- agaiu upon the 
chair, and thrust out the Pope whom the Emperor had made. 

“ Otho again prevailed ; but on his death another wretch who called himself Boni- 
face VII., seized Pope Benedict VI. and caused him to be strangled in prison. 
Another tyrant of the family and faction of the Marquess of Tuscany, named Benedict 
VII., turned out this Boniface VII., who was forced to save himself at Constantinople, 
whither he carried all the moveables and as much of the treasures of St. Peter as he 
could with him. Some time after, he again returned to Rome, and put himself once 
more in the chair, in which he found one named John XIV., whom he threw into 
prison, and then starved to death. Eight months after this, he himself dies and is 
dragged through the streets to be thrown on a common dunghill. Behold, these are 
' the gods of the Papacy ! 

“ The eleventh century (says Baronius) began with a report which spread itself far 
and near, that antichrist v/as come, and that we should soon see the end of the world. 
It was the horrible villains which had been seen in the church, and w'hich still conti- 
nued there, that gave occasion to this report. From this period until the middle of 
the century, the Roman chair was filled with men every whit as vile and monstrous 
as their predecessors. But the Marquesses of Tuscany disposed of the Popedom as 
they thought proper, sometimes bestowing it upon their kindred, and at other times 
selling it to strangers. It was in this century that there was one Pope, but of ten 
years old, the son of Albertus, Count of Tuscany ; he was called Benedict IX., and 
was one of the vilest monsters that ever sat in the Papal chair, or afflicted the world. 
Cardinal Benno assures us, that he was a sorcerer, and that he sacrified to devils in 
the woods. When this Benedict had reigned peaceably for ten years, another faction 
of villains created another Pope under the name of Sylvester III. ; Benedict then sold 
his share in the Papacy to one named John, and retired to his house to live in pri- 
vacy. He, however, returned again in a few months, and once more set himself up 
for Pope, without attempting to depose the other two; so that Rome had three Popes 
at one time, in three distinct churches, all infallible, and all acting in opposition to 
one another ! These three wretches might longer have enjoyed the honours and 
profits of the Papacy if a fourth, more cunning than they, had not persuaded them to 
part with their dignity in his favour, on condition that they might retain those 
church revenues which they before enjoyed. This Gratian, for such was the name 
of this Priest, did not long enjoy the benefit of his purchase ; Clement II. took his 
place ; he, however, continued in it but nine months ; for, at the end of that period, 
he was poisoned by Damasus II. who succeeded him. This Damasus, at the end of 
twenty- three days, was himself poisoned by one Gerard Brazuta, who was kept in 
pay for such works by the Holy See ; for Cardinal Benno tells, that he had poisoned 
i seven or eight successively.” 

Now, Mr. O’Connell, what think you of these heads of your own Aoly, 
Catholic, orthodox, and apostolic church P Were they antinomians or 
not ? Bad as you are, do they not put you a little to the blush P Why 
had you the temerity to invite the Wesley ans or any Protestant party, or 
any Protestant man, woman or child, into whose nostrils God ever breathed 
the breath of life, to submit to your church ? Pray, Sir, do you think we 
do not read our bibles, and that we are unacquainted with the history and 
constitution of the Church of Rome ? We know that she contains “ the 
mystery of iniquity,” and that every heresy, as well as that of Antino- 
mianism, is -found in her doctrines and institutions. 

V. — If such be the lives and character of popes, there is nothing ex- 
traordinary in the following list of indulgences, absolutions, and dispensations , 
as rated, taxed, and exposed to sale by Pope John XXII., in the Vatican 
Chancery office in Rome. Platina says of him — “ every body knew his 
life and conversation ; he was so immodest and so sottish.’* There is no 
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Protfitant, Mr. O'Connell, “vrlio possesses such advantages as you do. 
Your ehurch can furnish you with the merits of Christ for one part of 
your sins — those of the Virgin Mary for another — ^masses for another — 
absolution for another — ^penance for another — and indulgences for the re- 
mainder. She has her celestial and her terrestrial treasures ; and between 
the tribute for this life, and masses, absolutions, and indulgences, you 
cannot^ if she be right, (uot otherwise) be ill olF for the Itfe to come. As 
she possesses a fund containing the extra merits of all saints, from Adam 
down, at least, till the time of Father Maguire’s birth, and no doubt enter- 
tains the high expectation of increasing her surplus at the death of that 
worthy man — that of John of Tuam, and that of Dr. Murray, according 
to his merits, as depicted by the Rev. Mr. M‘Ghee, together with the 
present race of Jesuits and Maynooth Priests, with at least the chief 
officers of the Ribbon Society, she can well afford, from her celestial 
treasure,” as the Council of Trent terms it, to give such ^ favourite son as 
you, a free and safe pass through purgatory ; and when you are gone, she 
can easily gather up the surplus merit of your life, conversation, speeches, 
and letters, especially those to the Wesleyans — and let the * hereditary 
bondsmen” enjoy the benefit, in particular those of Tipperary, when any 
of them are about to pay the forfeit of their lives to the offended laws of 
’’ their country. Happy man that you are ! You can steer safely over the 
ocean of this life, and never be at a loss for a harbour in the end. You 
have six points to your compass — the merits of the Saviour, those of the 
Virgin Mary, masse®, absolutions, penances, and indulgences ! Passing 
over the im possibility, however, of steering to one of these points without 
leaving the others behind, or on the one side, let us now proceed to our 
list, and ascertain the great benefits to be derived from these antinomian 
indulgences. Here axe a few of them, with the crime and rate of payment 
distinctly stated ; — 



11 5 0 
2 17 
4 8 4 



A god-father marrying his 

god-child,.. .. .. ..£ 15 16 

An uncle marrying his niece 105 0 
For committing adultery and 
marrying the same woman 
after the wife’s death, . . 

A release from perpetual 

chastity, 

A license to marry after vow- 
ing to become a monk . . 

For a Priest to marry, if kept 
secret, . . . . . . . 

For simple fornication, 

Adultery of both parties, each 
A nun (quse midtos homines 
ad ejus amplexus'recepit,) 
is entitled to all the digni- 
ties of her order, and may 
become an Abbess by pay- 
ing, 

’The tax for sodomy is. . . . 

If committed within or near 
a convent or monastery. . 

Pro coitione cumbellua cen- 
sus est, . . 26 10 

An absolution from heresy, . 



4i 

0 



9 16 0 



11 

11 



8 

19 

19 



10 6 0 



11 6 



For a witch after abjuring 
her incantations . . • • £ 1 19 2 

For murdering a bishop, ab- 
bot, or general of any order 15 13 7 

For voluntary murder, prOAfi- 
ded it be secret, a priest, is 
dispensed with in aU eccle- 
siastical employments for. 

If two have combined in the 

same murder 15 15 

If a layman kills a priest the 

tax is, 

If he kills a bishop or abbot 
If he kills a layman, . . . . 

For murdering a father, mo- 
ther, brother, sister or wife 
the tax for each is . . . . 

For each of the accomplices. 

For a license to eat butter, 
cheese, &c., on fast days,. 

For an entire family, . . . . 

For a town and district, . . 

For license to say mass with 

a wig on, 

For dispensiim ioith the ioUmn 
obligation of an oath ,. . . . 



1 

15 

1 



1 



1 

4 

61 



19 

13 

1 



8 8 
10 10 



19 

7 

6 



4 7 9 
2 5 IH 
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Now, Sir, what dp you say to this black and iniquitous catalogue ? If 
you attempt to deny its existence in one form or other in your Church, 
you not only contradict Dr. Challoner in hia defence of Indulgences, but 
the Council of Trent itself. You say at once that your church is fallible — - 
that she has lost her ancient power and virtue — ^you know right well that 
Luther commenced the reformation by opposing Tetzel, as he sold them 
for Pope Leo the X., under pretence of a war with the Turks. We are, 
on this principle, at no loss to account for the perpetration of murder by 
the Ribbonmen of Ireland, when the united pence of the society can easily 
procure an indulgence for any of the guilty. The perjury of the peasantry, 
and even that which has been exhibited in the House of Commons, may 
now be very easily explained. I have purposely placed this item at the 
end of the list, and marked it in italics on account of its cheapness. True ! 
money is of less value now, perhaps, one-third, than it was then. On this 
ratio the 21. 5s. ll^c?. would now be 61. 17 s. lO^c?. What signifies this 
sum to a member of Parliament ? It is nothing when compared to the 
good of the church. I recollect once in the City of Derry, three or four 
Protestant gentlemen, out of pure compassion for a wandering fellow, 
clubbed and gave him one pound to carry him home to the county of Tip- 
perary. He went however, to the chapel there on the Sunday before his 
departure, and it being the day of the contribution,” he gave sixteen 
shillings of it to that fund, and like a true Tipperary man, resolved to 
pursue his long journey on the remaining four shillings. Eight liberal 
souls like this would nearly contribute as much as would now pay for 
a dispensation for any of the Catholic gentleman who are honoured 
with a place in the Senate, and stand charged before the empire, at the 
same time, with the violation of that comprehensive and definite oath, 
which they took in relation to the established church. When the holy, 
infallible, and apostolic church, can dispense with a most solemn oath, 
even in the catholic states, for one- seventh part of the sum which she 
charges for a man marrying one for whom, he, as a stranger, stood as 
god-father ; there would be nothing extraordinary in her remitting the 
obligation for nothing at all in behalf of those, who, having taksn the oath 
required by the Reform Bill, only break it for the purpose of giving 
popery the ascendancy. I have done at present, Mr. O’Connell ; and I 
appeal to the public whether or not you acted wisely in lifting your pen 
against antinomianism. You branded the monster as a heresy ; and I 
have proved your church to be the mother of it. 

I am. Sir, for the opportunity afforded me of unfolding a little of the 
Mystery of Iniquity, your most obliged servant, 

Cork, September 6th, 1839. DANIEL MCAFEE. 



TO DANIEL O’CONNELL, Esq., M.P. 

Sir,— -In my first letter I briefly investigated your public conduct ; in 
my second I furnished ample, and I apprehend complete, evidence of your 
cupidity ; and in my third I gave a true picture of your antinomian church. 
She still stands, with two pillars in front ; — On the one is written in 
capitals, by the finger of God himself, “ Forbiddino to Marry,” a»d #n 
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the other, Commanding to abstain from Meats.” By this the edi- 
fice stands distinguished from the one, holy, living temple of the true 
church. No man who acknowledges the bible can mistake her, except he 
be a liberal, who from some interested motive or other is purblind, and 
inspired with a false charity, that leads him to overlook the truth of God. 
As the Divine Spirit has stamped Apostacy — a complete and entire depar- 
ture from the faith — on the portals of this mysterious edifice, let us enter 
the interior, and try if there be any thing within which redeems the cha- 
racter, and leaves even the semblance or rudiments of a Church of Christ. 
I wish now to enter in company with you. On this occasion 1 intend to 
stick close by your side ; and I hope, before we part, to make your reason 
blush, and your prejudices wish that I had been one of Pharaoh’s horse- 
men who were drowned in the Red Sea. See, there is one of her priests 
engaged in the ceremonies of the Mass. He is just about to consecrate 
the Host. A piece of parched paste, or bread, lies before him. He pro- 
nounces the words. Hoc est corpus meum, (“ This is my body,”) and in 
the twinkling of an eye the whole substance thereof is changed into the 
body, blood, soul and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ ! This is truly 
miraculous indeed ! In your second letter to the Wesleyans you profess 
your belief in this dogma thus : “ I believe, with the certitude of faith, 
that what you call the dogmas of popery are perfectly true, and conducive 
to eternal salvation.'’ Again, in your Address to the People of England, 
you wash for a “ calm, cool, and deliberate investigation into the nature 
of the tenets in which the Catholics really believe, and into the argu- 
ments and the authority upon which the tenets are received and then 
forsooth, you tell us, that when St. Austin arrived in the Isle of Thanet, 
in the year 596, being sent by Gregory the Great — the same Gregory who 
in one of his letters declared, that w^hosoever claimed the title of Universal 
Bishop, would be the forerunner of Antichrist — that this Austin ‘'celebra- 
ted mass — invoked the saints — he prayed for the dead — ^he brought with 
him relics of dead saints — he administered the seven sacraments of the 
Catholic Church — and in short, he was in every thing a catholic, just as 
we are at 4;he present period.” Now, Sir, without stopping at present, 
to enquire into the truth of this statement — ^without waiting to prove that 
this same Austin found Christianity already embraced ; and that he only 
came to corrupt those w^ho adhered to it, by his novelties ; and to prove 
that, in the year 603, he instigated Ethelfride, the Pagan king of Nor- 
thumberland, to make war against the Cambrians, and to murder the 
Abbot of Dianoth, with twelve hundred of his followers, in the most cruel 
manner; or, without delaying to shew, that he had indeed one chief 
chai-acteristic of popery, namely, a diabolical spirit of persecution, I pro- 
ceed from your own words, to reason with you as a believer in transub- 
stantiation. In this extraordinary tenet of your church is contained the 
very essence of all her pretensions and absurdities. Here is infallibility — 
priestly authority and power — a denial of the right of private judgment — 
a renunciation of the senses — infinite energy and perpetual miracle— ^the 
whole virtue of the mass — the benefit conferred on the living and the dead — 
the instrumentality which delivers from Purgatory, and in fact the 
royal mint of the Church of Rome, which enriches her priesthood, 
and sends forth a circulating medium, which keeps her trade in 
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prosperity, and binds the whole system together. To this I would 
now direct especial attention ; it is the key- stone of the arch, and 
as I am certain I can demolish it, it is evident that in the eye of reason the 
whole system must come tumhhng down. Away then goes the altar and 
the priest, and the censor, and the incense, and the mass, and the idola- 
trous worship of the host, and prayers to saints, and purgatory, and con- 
fession, and penance, and pardons, and indulgences, and congregations, 
and collections, and yearly tribute money, and agitations, and speeches, 
and plots, and schemes — and you. Sir, will stand stripped of one argument 
in favour of your religion, and be laughed at by every man in the commu- 
nity, who for a moment exercises his common sense, unless you turn 
Protestant, and flee from this Babel of confusion and lies. Come now 
Mr. O’Connell, I will make a fair bargain with you — the public are wit- 
nesses — that if 1 fail to show transubstantiation to be a monstrous false- 
hood, and the worship of the host to be rank idolatry, I hereby propose 
that in your chapel at Derrynane, I will read my recantation publicly 
on any Sunday which you may appoint, with the exception of the one on 
which the tribute is collected, as I never intend under any circumstances, 
to give a farthing to that, on account of your conduct to poor Shanahan ; 
and on the other liand, if I succeed, you are to come to this City, and 
before Dr. Kyle, the Lord Bishop of Cork, (if his Lordship can put confi- 
dence in you, that you would act sincerely,) you are publicly to read your 
recantation from Popery in the Cathedral, and acknowledge that since the 
day you were in doubt whether you should go to the bar as a Protestant or 
Romanist, you have been blindly, and corruptly, and wantonly abusing 
the Protestant faith and community at large. Now, Sir, will you stand 
to this proposal ? I know you might make some objections : — First, be- 
cause you wrote a letter in favour of Transubstantiation several years ago, 
in reply to the Rev. Robert Daly ; Secondly, because you might feel un- 
willing to leave the tribute behind you ; Thirdly, because you might be 
justly afraid of the Ribbonmen ; and Lastly, because you know the Priests 
would abuse and villify you, and expose all your secret iniquities and in- 
trigues. But recollect. Sir, what you say to the people of England. “ llie 
matter in question is of the most vital importance ; it relates to the truth 
of God, and it involves an eternity of suffering or of happiness.” These 
ai'e weighty words indeed. I hope you will consider them Well. 1 have 
not the shghtest doubt of succeeding. If so, let no earthly consideration 
prevent your embracing the truth. What is the yearly contribution to you 
a man now advancing in years, in comparison of ** an eternity of suffering ?” 
The Protestant press will defend your future conduct, if you be only sin- 
cere, and if you be afraid of your life, you have only to remove to the 
province of Ulster, and spend the remainder of your days among the 
Churchmen, Presbyterians, and Methodists there. You know very well 
that the celebrated Dr. Doyle died a Protestant. Follow his example, then, 
by yielding to the arguments now about to be adduced. As you wish for 
authority, I must now comply, and state your belief in this dogma from 
the Council of Trent. In Session XIII. chap. 3, 4, 5, and canons 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 6, with Session XXI, chap. 1, 2, the infallible Council declares your 
creed on this point thus ; 
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1 — “ That by the comecratum qf bread and wme^ a coiwernm w made of the whole 
eubetemce of the bread into the mbstanee of the body of our Lord Jesus Christ, and 
of the whole substance of the wine into the substance of his blood.'* 

2 — “ If any one shall deny that in the most holy Sacrament of the Eucharist there 
are contained truly, really, and substantially, the body and blood, together with the soul 
and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ ; or say that he is in it only as in a sign, or 
figure, or by his influence, let him be accursed.” (Anathema sit.) 

3 — “ If any one shall deny, that in the adorable Sacrament of the Eucharist, 
whole Christ is contained in each element or species, and in the separate parts of each 
element or species, a separation being made, let him be accursed.” 

4 — “ If any one shall say, that all faithful Christians ought either from the precept 
of God, or from the need of salvation, to receive the Sacrament of the Eucharist in both 
kinds, let him be accursed ; and if any one shall say that the Holy Catholic Church has 
not been induced by just causes, to communicate it to the laity and the non-officiating 
clergy in the species of bread only, or to have erred in that respect, let him be accursed.’^ 

5 “ This Holy Council teacheth, and openly and simply professeth, that in the pure 

and holy Sacrament of the Eucharist, after the consecration of the bread and wine, 
our Lord Jesus Christ, true God and man, truly, really, and substantially, is con- 
tained, under the appearance of these visible things : nor are these matters self-contra- 
dictory, that our Saviour always sits at the right hand of the Father in Heaven, 

accor^ng to the natural manner of existing ; and that, notwithstanding, He is in many 
other places Sacramentally present to vs, with his substance. There is, therefore, no 
room to doubt but the faithful of Christ should adore his most holy Sacrament, with 
that highest worship due to the true God, according to the constant usage in the Catho- 
lic Church. Nor is it the less to be thus adored, because it was instituted by Christ 
our Lord to be eaten, (ut sumatur.) If any one shall say, that this holy Sacrament 
should not be adored, nor solemnly carried about \vl processwn, nor held up publicly to 
the people to adore it, or that its worshippers are idolators, let him be accursed.” 

These dogmas are confirmed in the creed of Pope Pius IV. After pronouncing this 
to be the “ True Catholic Faith, without which it is impossible to be saved,’* he con- 
cludes it with this comminution, “ Let no man therefore, dare to attempt the breaking 
qf this, our deed and injunction, or be so desperate as to oppose it; and if any one presumes 
on such an attempt, let him know, that he thereby incurs the wrath of Almighty God, and 
of his blessed Apostles, Peter and Paul. Given at Rome, in St. Peter’s Church, Nov. 
13, in the year of our Lord 1564, the fifth of our Pontifical.” 

Now, Sir, as Solomon tells us, ** the glory of man is his understanding.” 
God hath endued us with reason, as the noblest of all faculties ; we are 
bound to exercise it, simply because he has given it. You have done it in 
law and politics, and why not now in religion ? While we keep within 
the circle of nature and revelation, we can never be wrong. All false 
philosophy is a departure from nature — that is, from things as they are ; 
and all false religion is a departure from revelation, or the truth which God 
has been pleased to reveal. Your church disallows the exercise of reason, 
except in finding out her infallibility, and when we fancy we have found it, 
we are to bury our reason in the chapel yard, and never use it until our 
bodies are laid along with it in the same grave. Reason is the bright eye 
of the soul, which moving on the axis of intellectual power, turns in every 
direction to analyze, combine, compare, and judge of every thing that nature 
and revelation exhibit to its view. I come now to exercise mine for a little 
in analyzing the doctrine of transubstantiation. The word is compounded, 
as every school-boy knows, of Trans, over, and substantia, substance, or 
matter ; and hence means the passing or change of one substance into 
another. It is of real Latin origin, and belongs exclusively to the Latin 
Church. The parts are simple in themselves, but mysterious in their 
union. Mystery has spread her wings over this compound, and hatched 
it into falsehood, absur^ty, blasphemy, idolatry, and everything which i* 
repugnant to reason, religion, and the common sense of mankind. “As 
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; for the meaning o£ a word,” saith Dr. South, that may shift for itself ; 

and as for the sense and reason of it, that has little or nothing to do here : 
only let it sound full and round, and chime right to the humour, which is 
at present agog (just as a big long rattling name is said to command even 
adoration from a Spaniard,) and no doubt with this powerful, senseless 
engine, the rabble driver shall be able to carry all before him, or to draw 
all after him, as he pleases.” How applicable is this language to the 
. word now in question ! Into the sense and reason of it, or the thing ex- 

I pressed by it, millions have never made the least inquiry. Infallibility 

’ forbade tWs. You wish for a cool, deliberate, and calm inquiry, and on 

this point you shall have it. You profess to believe that “ a change is 
made of the whole substance of the bread into the substance of the body of 
our Lord Jesus Christ.” This is the simplest view with which we can 
begin. Let me now. Sir direct attention : 

1' 1 . To the essential properties of matter — every material substance is 

invested with certain properties or qualities, some of which are primary, 
and without which it cannot be supposed to exist, and others which are 
secondary. The primary qualities of every material substance are — 1, 
Solidity. 2, Extension, including length, breadth, and depth. 3 , Figure 
4, Gravitation or weight. 5, Divisibility. 6, Motion or rest. The se- 
condary qualities are colours, sounds, tastes and odours. No particle of 
matter however small, or body however modified, can possibly exist with- 
*7 out the primary qualities already enumerated. Thus a stick of sealing 

wax may, by the operation of fire be rendered liquid or reduced to smoke 
I and ashes ; and when it has undergone these changes, it loses not one of 

' the primary qualities in its smallest particles, though the secondary ones 

may have been altered or destroyed. Let these remarks be distinctly 
understood. 

II. The body of Christ was certainly material. It possessed all the 
primary qualities of matter at his birth, resurrection, and ascension up into 
glory ; and though now it is what is termed a spiritual body, it must still 

j necessarily retain those qualities, however refined and assimilated to a 

I spiritual state of existence. It cannot have lost any of the essential pro- 

perties which it once enjoyed, or else it would cease to be his real body, 
nor could our material bodies at the resurrection be said to be made like 
unto his glorious body. As Christ assumed or took unto him a real body 
so it had an identity — an individuality distinct from every other body and 
particular substance. Let us note the following properties, essential to it 
alone, and exclusive of every other individual thing — It alone was conceived 
of the Holy Ghost — was born of the Virgin Mary — ^was baptised in Jor- 
dan — ^was transfigured on the Mount — sweat blood in Gethsemane’s 
garden — was crucified on the cross — was buried in the new tomb — arose 
from the dead — appeared to his disciples, when he said “ Handle me and 
see, for a spirit hath not flesh and bones as you see me have ” — and it 
alone ascended up into heaven, and according to St. Paul’s declaration, 
** Sat down for ever on the right hand of God.” Here are ten things, out 
of many more, advanced concerning Christ’s body, not one of which could 
be asserted of any one composition of matter in existence, but of that which 
constitutes Christ’s body alone. 

III. The wheat, flour or bread, which is said to be changed into Christ’s 







lK)dy, is as certainly material as any thing in existence. It has all thd 
essential properties of matter ; but has it one individual property which 
distinguishes Christ's body from every other particular substance in 
existence ^ Observe the origin and process of that which composes 
the wafer or host. A farmer, perhaps an heretical one, sows wheat ; 
it springs up, , ripens, and is cut down ; and after being paid as tithe 
to an heretical Protestant parson, it is ground, sifted and sold. Part 
thereof goes to fatten fowl, swine, or human beings, and part is taken, 
baked, and carried to the altar, lliere it lies, quite a common thing, 
unconsecrated and unadored ; but the Priest says ; **Hoc est corpus meum^ 
and in one instant it is converted into the body of Christ : it becomes the 
identical Son of God ! As it is now consecrated and hes there in the form 
of a wafer, pray Mr. O’Connell, do you beheve that that same thing was 
conceived of the Holy Ghost 1839 years ago ? Was it born of the Virgin 
Mary ? Was it baptised in Jordan } .Was it transfigured ca the Mount ? 
Did its raiment become white as the light } Did it ever sweat blood in the 
garden ? Was it crucified on the cross ? Did it cry out it is finished !” 
and gave up the Ghost ? Was it dead and buried ? Did it arise from the 
dead and appear to the disciples P Did it say “ Handle me and see, for a 
spirit hath not flesh and bones as ye see me have ?” Pray, did it ascend 
up into heaven and “ sit down for ever at the right hand of God,” If so, 
how has it come down now ? See ! there is one on an altar at Derrynane, 
another at Tralee, another in Limerick, another in Dublin, a fifth in 
London, and a sixth here in Cork ; how did they all come down from 
heaven, and yet leave Christ sitting at the right hand of God for ever ? 
Do you believe that he has seven bodies and that the seven are but one at 
the same time P I am sure you cannot and that you do not beheve any 
such thing. It is impossible. You are not a fool. You might as well 
believe that the North Pole is changed into the South, and the two into 
one. You might as readily beheve that the twelve signs of the Zodiac 
are all changed into one and that they remain distinct stiU — that Aries is 
converted into Taurus, and Taurus into Gemini, &c. and yet they all remain 
the same as they were before ! Transubstantiation is the greatest of all 
imaginable absurdities. 

IV. As such an astonishing effect is produced by the words of consecre- 
* tion, hoc est corpus meum, let us examine into their virtue on this 
occasion. The Evangelist tells us that our Lord “ took bread and blessed 
it, and brake it, and said, take eat ; this is my body” Here, Sir, you 
perceive our Lord blesses, or consecrates, before he says, “ take eat ; this 
is my body that is, our Lord’s consecration w^as ended before that of 
the Church of Rome commences ; for her consecration consists in simply 
saying “ this is my body and the instant this is uttered the bread 
ceases to be bread and becomes the body of Christ substantially with- 
out sign or figure. Observe then, the following things. 1. That 
the Church of Rome, not using the same words which our Lord 
used, cannot produce the same effect, for suppose he did change the 
bread into his real body, she cannot ; because she does not use the same 
■ words in consecration. 2. That as the imconsecrated wrafer lies before 
the priest, and as he does not consecrate it as our Lord did, it foUow's that 
wdien he says, “ this is my body,” that he pronounces a piece of unconse- 
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crated bread to be the body of Christ. 3. That as every cause must exist 
before its effect is produced, and if the words “ this is my body ” must be 
fully uttered before the bread becomes the real body of Christ, it is incon- 
testibly evident that the Priest, in his unscriptural mode of consecration 
and change, must pronounce bread to be His body before it can possibly 
become such. Now, Mr. O’Connell, as you must know something of 
metaphysics and of philosophy, I appeal to your acuteness on this point. 
If the change was produced, by saying, “ this will be my body,” viz. as 
soon as the words are uttered, the Church of Rome might make some shew 
of escape, but as the Priest says of the bread “ this is my body,” and it 
cannot be his body until a future instant after the words are uttered, he 
evidently utters a fidseliood in the very words of consecration. Pray Sir, 
is it bread while the Priest says hoc est, “ this is..^ You answer, it must 
be so, because the consecration is yet unfinished. Is it bread, while he 
says hoc est corpus, “ this is body You must acknowledge it still is, 
because the consecration is yet incomplete. Is it bread, while, he says, 
hoc est corpus meu ? You must confess it is, because a certain portion of 
time is just necessary to pronounce the final m, in order to complete meum, 
or “ my,” as a certain portion is necessary, in order to read a paragraph. 
Now, suppose the priest took five minutes to pronounce every letter in the 
sentence, hoc est corpus meum, I should wish to know, whether the wafer 
be partly changed into the real body of Christ, before he utters the final 
m ? If any change has taken place, how far does it extend ? If no change 
is yet effected during the five minutes, that the letter m is not uttered, does 
it not follow, that the whole virtue of the consecration is lodged in that 
letter ? If so, the priests, henceforth, have only to pronounce the letter m, 
and the wafer is at once changed into the body, blood, soul, and divinity of 
the Saviour of the world ! But the priest has now uttered every letter, and 
the very instant he did so — obsen^e the very instant and not till then, the 
change took place ; and hence, it is evident, that according to your own 
creed, he had completely, really, and absolutely pronounced bread, and no- 
thing else, to be the body of Christ, and consequently, transubstantiation 
being effected by a lie, \re cannot expect much good to result from it. Can 
a lie in the consecration produce the sanctified body of Christ ? No doubt 
you will agree with me in saying it cannot, and hence, when the priest after 
this process, holds it up saying, Ecce Agnus Dei qui tollit mundi peccata, 
“ Behold the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world ” — and 
when the wdiole congregation fall down to worship it, with the highest 
w'orship due to God, according to the Council of 1 rent, do they not wor- 
ship a piece of bread consecrated by a falsehood } Pray, Sir, is not this 
idolatiy’^ ? If not ; what is it } The priest in this case utters no conse- 
cration prayer ; he only pronounces the thing to be so. He says, let there 
be light, and he would make the w'orld believe it shines at his fiat. To pray 

would not be consistent with this creator of Gods. He acts as if he were 

Christ, and hence his consecration and his mighty conversion of bread into 
body, must just be according to' his fancy — a vile, blasphemous conceit ; 
for the host is just as much the priests body, as it is the body of Christ. 
Behold in this, the chief trait in the character of the Man of Sin ! He 
exalteth himself above all that is called God. Our Lord at the last supper, 
could not change the bread which he held in his hand into his own natural 
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body ; because the existence of his body prevented the possibility ; but 
the priest pretends to do, what he could not ; and hence, he places himself 
above Jesus Christ. 

Pray now, Mr. O’Connell, do you believe in this dogma ? Do you 



believe the priest can do what Christ could not — that his false consecra- 
tion effects more than Christ’s blessing did } You say you do. Hold, 



Sir ! you only say it, and say it because you fancy it. Your imagination 
and will are concerned in the matter : your understanding has nothing to 
do with it. Let St. Paul now speak to you ; hear him for once. . Speak- 
ing of the Man of Sin — of the succession of host-makers, he says of those 
who profess their faith in such absurdities — “ They received not the love 
of the truth that they might be saved. And for this cause God shall send 
them strong delusion, that they should believe a lie*' If you do not believe 
this absurdity, what shall we say to your professions ? If you do believe 
it, you are then deluded by the just judgment of God, who often punishes 
one sin by another. How simple is the institution of Christ ! The bread 
and wine of the sacrament are consecrated as a joint token, figure and 
commemoration of his broken body and shed blood for the sins of mankind, 
until his coming again ; but your church. Sir, has separated, altered and 
destroyed this holy ordinance for the vilest purposes of priestcraft — that 
she might have masses for the living and the dead — that she might have 
masses for sick men, aye, and even for sick animals — that she might say 
masses for a good draught of fishes, as you know is done, for instance at 
the river Loun, not far from yourself, when the fishermen club and pay 
the priest for celebrating a mass in their behalf. This is done regularly 
every season. Is not this selling Christ for so many pieces of silver ? 
what pretensions, then, I would ask, has your church to belong to Christi- 
anity at all? Since the year 1216, when transubstantiation was finally 
established by the Council of Lateran, ' she totally renounced Christianity 
and confirmed her recantation in the Council of Trent. According to this 
cursing council, she has not the sign, or figure of Christ’s body — she curses 
all who believe this ; and according to common sense, to reason, and to 
scripture, she has not the substance of his body, and therefore, being 
destitute of both sign and substance, she is not of the Church of Christ. 
Hence she has no authority, no ministerial succession, no commission from 
God. She is a complete and total apostate. God has branded her so in 
the very front — ** Mother of Harlots ” — Forbidding to marry, command- 
ing to abstain from meats.” Here are her characteristics as a church. Indi- 
viduals within her pale may hear or read the truth and of course be saved, 
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but it is not by her priesthood or sacraments this comes ; for she has none. 
Transubstantiation is the internal, mystical, and doctrinal mark of a total 
departure from the faith, the same as those mentioned are external and 
evident to every one. — ^Thus she mocks Christ in pretending to make him, 
runs from him by trying to bring him near, debases him by idolatrous 
honour, degrades him in the elevation of her host, destroys the hypostatic 
union between his divinity and humanity by uniting him to millions of 
parched cakes at the same time, denies the virtue and merits of his sacrifice 
by making a repetition of it, contradicts his Spirit, which says, he sat 
down for ever at the right hand of God,” by pretending to bring him down 
upon thousands of altars, and in fact, causes him to be received into the 
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mouth instead of the heart ; and thus makes the muscles of a man’s jaws 
become a substitute for believing, and thereby renounces the doctrine of 
salvation by faith, and destroys the terms of the new covenant. The truth 
is ; this abominable tenet transubstantiates everything connected with it. 
It turns sight, feeling, taste, and smell into faith, by making a man be- 
lieve Christ is present in the wafer, contrary to the evidence of sense ; it 
turns faith into sight by exhibiting him to the eye, who can only be viewed 
by faith ; it resolves reason into imagination, and imagination into absurdity, 
and the belief of a lie ; while it changes love into hatred of all who call 
the worship of the Host idolatry, and transforms zeal into a fierce devour- 
ing flame of persecution, against those who adhere to the reason, sense, 
and the simplicity of the scriptures. 

I must now conclude this epistle. Sir, although I have by no means 
finished my argument on transubstantiation. I will return to it in one 
letter more at least. — In the meantime praying, that what I have now 
written may inspire you with a desire for hearing more on the subject, and 
may tend to open the eyes of thousands of our deluded countrymen. 

I am, your obedient servant, 

CorA, September 19M, 1839. DANIEL M‘AFEE. 



TO DANIEL O’CONNELL, Esq., M.P. 

Sir. — A Writer calling himself ** Charles O’Connell,” appears in your 
behalf against me in the columns of the Cork Standard of Wednesday last. 
What or who he is I cannot tell, but I suppose he fancies there is some 
kind of talismanic virtue in the name, that will either frighten me out of 
the field, or divert me away from you. He is mistaken. Sir, in this. I 
object to enter the list with this person for the following reasons; — 1, 
because his name is Charles and hence he is but a mere pretender and in- 
truder on this occasion. What business has he to interfere between you 
and me ? Has he not brains enough to conclude, that when you are afraid 
to come forward, he will have but small chance of success 9 2, The cali- 
bre of his fire-arms is too diminutive for me either to dread or to meet his 
attack ; it is but a mere pop-gun, not much larger in the bore than the 
big O which stands before his name. 3, I apprehend that the muzzle is 
spiked, and if he be let alone he will soon fall by his own weapon, childish 
as it is. 4, In the voUey that he has fired there is nothing but smoke ; 
there is no strength of thought, no power of reason, no point or force, and 
his letter reminds me of a beggar’s cloak, made up of shreds and patches. 
Had it not been for the borrowed powder he could scarcely have heard the 
report of his own gun. I am obliged to this boyish antagonist, however, 
for one question which he asks — ^namely, ** What is a Protestant ?” The 
answer to this will conclude my introduction to this letter, and bring you 
and me at once int(j argument again on transubstantiation. 

An old countryman in the north of Ireland once said to a person in my 
hearing, ** Do you know what the old p(^ish wives now say through the 
country ?** The other relied, 1 do not.” ** Well then,” said he, “ they 
say that God Almighty is a Protestant.” Being struck with the peculiarity 
of the declaration, I enquired, ** why do they say so ?” Ht said, their 
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reason for tliinking so was this — that a great many plots and schemes were ! 

got up among them, time after time — the Protestants knew nothing of 
them, not being admitted into the secret — the thing was always discovered 
— ^the Romanists would not tell on themselves — it must be the Almighty \ 

that told it ; and therefore, they inferred that he must be a Protestant.’" ^ 

However quaint and unique this assertion may appear, I think its truth is 
evident from better premises. We can only know His will by His Word. 

He that inspired his apostle John to write, “ Come out of her, my people, 
that ye be not partaker of her sins,” must surely be a Protestant, or one 
that protests against Popery. St. Paul was one, for he wrote, “ Now the 
Spirit speaketh expressly, that in the latter times some shall depart from 
the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of devils ; speaking 
lies in h3rpocrisy, having their conscience seared with a hot iron. For- 
bidding TO Marry, and commanding to abstain prom Meats.” St. 

Peter was a Protestant, for he wrote, ** There is none other name under 
heaven, given among men, whereby we must be saved, but the name of 
Jesus Christ.” He discarded all idea of popish mediators, llie great 
multitude of the saved before the throne are Protestants, for one of the 
Elders said, These are they which came out of great tribulation and have 
2vashed their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb * All 
these protest against justification by works instead of faith — against pe- 
nances, priestly absolutions and purgatory. The angels of heaven are Pro- 
testants ; for they sing before the throne, Worthy is the Lamb that was 
slain, to receive power, and riches, and wnsdom, and strength, and glory, 
and honour, and blessing,” and hence they abhor idolatry and saint-wor- 
ship. Every man on earth, who holds Christ alone as the head of his 
Church, and receives the Scriptures as the infallible rule of faith, is a Pro- 
testant. Thus you see, Mr. O’Connell, there is a goodly number of Pro- 
testants in the vsdde empire of existence. There is not the slightest doubt 
of the ultimate triumph of Protestant principles. Every creature in the 
\dsible or invisible world, who unites with God in his testimony against 
idolatry, superstition, ignorance of the scriptures, salvation by works, pur- 
gatory, which detracts from the merits of Christ’s blood, is a Protestant ; 
and all who refuse to do so are enemies to Him, to heaven, and to true 
religion. Whether you and your compeer — the pretender ” be on the 
side of heaven or not, let the public judge. Let us now turn our attention 
to transubstantiation and develope the mysteries of this absurdity a little 
more. 

When Cardinal Perron was asked by some of his friends in his last 
sickness, what he thought of Transubstantiation ? He replied, “it is a 
monster.” And when they enquired how he came to write so learnedly 
and copiously about it ? He answered, “ that he had done the utmost which 
his wit and parts had enabled him, to color over this abuse and render it 
plausible ; but that he had acted like those who employ their whole force 
to defend an ill cause.” Innumerable writers and speakers have done the 
same thing. You did it in your letter to the Rev. Mr. Daly. As a jew- 
eller grinds true diamonds to powder, that he may polish false ones with 
the dust ; so the native energies of reason have been employed to defend 
absurdity. What a pity that this false system of Popery directed reason, 

' > from its first rise, into a wrong channel. The madness, the silliness — the 
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imbecility of reason is exhibited more in embracing and defending transub- 
stantiation, than any other dogma of the Popish Church. In my last 
letter, I proved to the satisfaction of every enquiring mind, that our Lord’s 
natural body having all the known properties of matter, had a distinct in- 
J dividuality from any other body — that the wafer, being a distinct individual 

thing in itself, formed by another process, could not be his body ; and that 
the words of consecration are a falsehood in the very act of utterance. I 
now. Sir, proceed wdthout further introduction to observe : — 

V. — ^That as the very act of consecration is a falsehood on the principles 
of the Council of Trent, so it is impossible for the result of this act to be 
true. The Priest says hoc est corpus meum, and in an instant the bread is 
changed into his body, without any appearance of the change. Mark the 
'l* constituent parts of this mock miracle ; for a mock miracle it is. 1. — The 

I bread is turned into a true, real, and substantial body. 2. — This body is 

f the natural and glorified body of Christ. 3. — This natural and now glori- 

i fied body still retains the appearance of bread, the smell of bread, the 

I feeling of bread, and the taste of bread. 4. — This bread in appearance, &c. 

being the body of Christ, is now seated on the right hand of God, although 
; it is there on the altar. 5. — All the faithful are bound to believe this, 

under the anathema of the Council of Trent. — Your church. Sir, is a very 
j peculiar one indeed. She must have every thing in her own way, and out of 

the way of truth. She must have miracles of her own. — This is her 

; standing one. It is like Aron’s rod with her, always budding, blossoming, 

' and bearing fruit. It is a perpetual proof of her priesthood, not as suc- 

\ cessors of the Apostles, but as apostates from the faith. Compare this, 

^ Sir, with a true miracle. It is a sensible, or visible display of Divine power 

in performing something that is either above or contrary to the laws of 
nature, and this is always done for the confirmation of truth, or for the glory 
of God as the Governor of the world. Take the water turned into wine 
for instance. There was not a change of one substance into another, but 
i of the qualities of water into those of wine. The change was evident to 

I the eye, and to the taste. In transubstantiation there is no visible change 

I whatever. The thing is asserted in opposition to the evidence of sense ; 

” and if it be true, those of our Lord and the Apostles must be false. It 

directly undermines the miraculous evidence of the gospel ; it is a solemn 
mockery of the institution of the sacrament — of the miracles of the gospel, 
and of the character of God. It is a hutment of falsehood for the support 
j of error and corruption. Consider what the thing "would be, if a real 

miracle were wrought. If, when the priest pronounces the words of con- 
secration, the bread was actually changed into the form of a human being, 
and this appeared evident to the eye of every one in every age, there would 
then be a real miracle. If, in addition to this, his head and hair were 
white like wool or snow, his eyes like flaming fire, his feet like burnished 
brass, his voice like the sound of many waters, and his countenance like 
the sun shining in his strength, we should then have evidence to conclude, 
that the bread was really changed into a body like unto our Lord Jesus 
Christ. But see the wafer after the change ! it is a wafer still. It is 
I destitute of the life and animation of a human being, and much more so 

I of the life and immortality of Christ. It has the figure, size, taste, smell 

i and colour of bread. It can neither see, nor hear, nor speak, nor move. 
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nor walk, nor stand, nor sit, nor elevate itself for tlie people to worship. 
I appeal to your conscience, Mr. O’Connell, is it not akin to the idols of 
the heathen ? It differs in form and quahties from those things repeatedly 
exhibited by Missionaries on their return from idolatrous countries ; but, 
does it not agree with them in senseless incapabilities far more than in its 
resemblance to the Son of God ? If it be a figure of his broken body, then 
there is no change of substance ; and if it be really the Redeemer of the 
•world, how comes it to bear more affinity in its qualities and capabilities 
to the idols condemned in the Scriptures ? 

VI. — Suppose, now, Mr. O’Connell, that the priest •wrought a true 
miracle, and actually from the substance of the bread produced a real body 
in the figure of a man, and hke unto Christ in all things ; still, that body 
could not be the body of Christ, nor any other body or substance •whatever, 
but the individual substance of the bread, formed into a new mode of ex- 
istence. — ^I’hat such a thing could be effected by the power of God, we 
can as easily believe, as that Lot’s wife was changed into a pillar of salt, 
the rod of Moses into a serpent, water into wine, or the clay, which our 
Lord put upon the eyes of the blind man, into the chrystaline humour, or 
any other part of the eye, where the substance was worn away. All these 
changes ai’e agreeable to reason ; but it would be directly repugnant to 
reason — to your reason, Mr. O’Connell, or to mine, or even to the reason 
of a priest, however vitiated from infancy, to fancy that Lot’s wife was 
changed into another pillar of salt, which stood on the plain for ages be- 
fore she was born ; or to imagine, that the rod of Moses was turn^ into 
another serpent, that had a distinct and independent existence of its own. 
It is very easy to believe, that our Lord turned the water contained in the 
six pots into wine ; but you cannot even fancy, that He changed it into 
wine contained in six other pots, suppose they stood filled before He 
^\TOught the miracle. Changing water into wine, and clay into the hu- 
mour of the eye which was destroyed, did not imply a change of one sub- 
stance into another substance ; but a mere change of the form and qualities 
of the same substance. Here, Sir, is the very essence of the error of tran- 
substantiation — the change of one substance into another ^ Every material 
thing is necessarily of one and the same substance, and every individual 
thing has an identity and individuality, which, is necessarily its own, and, 
which cannot possibly belong to any other thing existing. The ball A of 
lead for instance, cannot be changed into the ball B. Suppose both are of 
equal weight, but the one is a sphere and the other a cube ; it is possible 
to change the one into the shape or figure of the other ; but it is absolutely 
impossible to change the one into the individual substance of the other ; 
for this simple reason, that God has given to each an identity and individu- 
ality of its own ; and the very existence of each, precludes the possibility. 
To give a lively illustration. — Because Father Maguire exists, you could, 
not be changed into him, and because you exist, he could not be changed 
into you. Suppose, however, that Mr. Gregg annihilated his person, as 
he did his arguments and boasting, and that he ceased to exist, it would 
be impossible for you to be changed into his substance, because he is an 
individual substance no more. View this point in every possible form, 
and you must come to the conclusion, I defy your reason to resist it, that 
the changing of one substance into another, is an actual and absolute im- 
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possibility in its own nature. It is contrary to truth — to nature — to ex- 
istence — to the identity of individual bodies, and hence to the wisdom and 
infinite power of the Divine Being. This you know. Sir, is the ne plus 
ultra of every Jesuit on this subject. God can do every thing, therefore, 
he can convert the substance of the bread into the substance of Christ’s 
' body. The -wisdom and omnipotence of God, prevented the possibility of 

this by giving to each an individual existence. Pray, Mr. O’Connell, 
could omnipotence make the moon } A school boy will answer, it is im- 
l^ossible, — simply, because he made her already. God cannot -work con- 
tradictions ; transubstantiation involves a contradiction, and an absolute 
absurdity. Where is it now } The breath of reason blows up the bubble 
I and exhibits the empty absurdity. 

'V Hail infallible Council of Trent, that would damn you or me to all 

I eternity, for not believing an absurdity — an actual impossibility — that one 

f substance could be changed into another substance — that a piece of bread 

on earth is the identical body of our Lord in heaven ! Who can fail in ad- 
miring the intellect, the theological information and the deep metaphysical 
acuteness of those infallibles who composed the Council of Trent in the 
sixteenth century ! Come now Mr. O’ConneU, throw aside your gravity 
■ and let us have a hearty laugh together at their absurdity. They meet 

and sing masses, and argue, and plan, and curse, and damn the human 
intellect to the regions of misery, for- not believing a doctrine which con- 
founds unity and plurality, identity and diversity — a doctrine which is an 
absolute contradiction and impossibility — the change of the substance of 
the bread into Christ’s body” — a doctrine which amounts to the same thing 
as if you could be in London and in Derrynane at the same instant — could 
be fasting in the one place and feasting in the other — could be sitting in 
the one place and lying in the other — could be standing in the one place 
and walking in the other — could be healthy in the one place and sick in 
the other — could be living in the one place and dead in the other ; and 
I that wishing to visit your own self and devise some new plan for a repeal 

j of the union, you left London for Kerry and on arri\dng at Cork, you met 

I your own ghost bitterly lamenting the falsehood of popery and the cheat 

' which was put upon your country, and hearing for the first time, that you 

were dead, you repaired to Derrynane, became chief mourner at your own 
funeral and had the great pleasure of seeing half-a-dozen shanalnana (old 
women) join the procession, and after howling for awhile out of pure grief ^ 
as is not uncommon in Kerry, turning round to yourself and saying, “Pray 
Sir, do you know who is dead ?” This is truly ridiculous and absurd in- 
deed, but not more so than the Trent creed, which you profess to believe 
— the change of one substance into another. 

VII. Consider your faith. Sir, again in another point of view. Give 
this keilidescope which contains all the absurdities of your church and of 
human imagination, a new turn ; and see what comes up next. In No. 3 
of the extract from the Trent Council noted in my last, we read, “ If any 
one shall deny, that in the adorable sacrament of the Eucharist, ichole 
Christ is contained in each element or species, and in the separate parts of 
each element or species, a separation being made, let him be acursed or 
as it is expressed in a work entitled, “ A profession of the Catholic Faith,” 
that Christ is “ whole and entire under every particle as under the ivhole 
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without being divided or multiplied, and , without ceasing to he in heaven 
Now, Sir, if you believe this, and believe it you do, if we receive your pro- 
fession — and believe it you must, or be subject to the dreadful curse of this 
cursing Council of your cursing church ; it necessarily follows then, that 
you believe : — 

1, In opposition to one of the first maxims of mathematical science — 
that a part is equal to the whole. Let the wafer, and it can easily be done, 
be divided into 4, 8, or IG sections, and as each section contaihs the body 
of Christ entire, and as the whole only contains his body, it follows, that 
any one part must be equal to the whole, and of course, that the one-fourth 
is equal to the one-eight, and also to the one-sixteenth part at the same 
time. On the same principle, a quadrant of a circle is equal to the wdiole 
circle, Ireland is equal to the whole globe, Kerry county to Ireland, and 
Derrynane Abbey to the whole county, and in fact to the universe itself. 
What a strange faith is your’s. Sir ; it narrows and contracts at pleasure ! 
It sides with or opposes reason and common sense, with the utmost plia- 
bility. It is no wonder it makes your arguments like the whims of a 
hypochondriac. A faith, which leads you in jjoint of principle, to believe, 
that your toe is as large as your foot, your finger as great as your hand, 
and that your nose is of equal dimensions with your whole face, is not, to 
say the least of it, of a very scientific character. But then it is advanced 
by* the Trent divines, and they curse you if you do not abide in it. What 
pretty philosophers these gentlemen were ! The Alchymists v/ere but fools 
to them. They sought the philosophers’ stone in the secrets of nature, 
and failed to discover it ; but the infallibles of Trent found it out in religion 
so called, for transubstantiation turns all it touches into gold ! Let the 
peasantry of the country act on this principle, that a part is equal to the 
whole ; and in relation to both dues and tribute money, let them transub- 
stantiate sovereigns into shillings, shillings into pence, and pence into 
farthings, and they will soon rid the country of popery and agitation. 

2, By professing this dogma, you equally confound unity and plurality. 
In the former instance, your creed Mr. O’Connell, destroyed the founda- 
tion of all mathematical science, and now it makes an attack on common 
arithmetic, and even on vulgar fractions. Take care you do not raise up 
the schoolmasters and merchants of the community against you. See, 
there the w’afer is ready to be consecrated by the Priest. It is now about 
to be transubstantiated into Christ’s bod}’’. Now, the change must either 
be effected on the whole at once ; or else it must commence at one particle of 
the bread and so proceed to another. If the whole be changed at once into 
his body ; then one particle cannot possibly contain the ivhole body, seeing 
that not one particle but the whole was changed into his body ; and hence 
it is false to say, that his body is as entire imder one particle as under 
the whole.” If, however, one particle be first changed, and so the change 
proceeds to the whole ; it incontestibly follows — that there w’as one body 
of Christ entire before the second was changed ; and two bodies under the 
first and second before the third was changed ; three bodies under the first 
second and third before the fourth was changed ; and four bodies under 
the first, second, third and fourth before the fifth was changed ; and if 
according to the infinite divisibility of matter, the wafer be capable of di- 
vision ad infinitum, it would require the application of the fluxionary cal- 
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cuius to determiae the number of bodies contained in that piece of paste, 
and yet after all there is but one body ! Forgive me, Mr. O’Connell, for 
this minute and searching scrutiny into your fmth. It is not my wish by 
any means to^ trifle with divine things and if I am constrained to mention 
the body of the Saviour in this manner, let this be my apology that your 
creed degrades it, and I wish by every legitimate argument to free vou and 
others from this monstrous absurdity. 

3. Your faith in this point of view subjects you to a very awkward di- 
lemma. If you renounce it you are cursed by your church ; if you continue 
m it, you must rank with some ancient heretics, and be subject to the 
curse pronounced on such in the word of God. The Biissilideans and 
Valentians in the time of the Apostles taught that Christ had only the 
^pcarance of a man ; but was not such in reality being destitute of a' true 
human body. St. John wrote against those heretics, when, he says, 

1 hat which we have heard, which we have looked upon, and our hands 
have handled of the word of life.” Now, Sir, if the least particle of the 
bread contains Christ’s body, as you believe it does ; it is evident accord- 
ing to the infinite divisibility of matter, that the least possible particle or 
monad must approach infinitely near to a mathematical point, which is 
destitute of parts ; and consequently, that Christ’s body, according- to the 
wise men of Trent is infinitely near to nothing at all ! Thus your creed 
robs the Saviour’s body of its proper quantum of matter, its size and di- 
mensions ; and places you, the Council ol Trent, and eveiy Romanist, yfith 
the old heretics, who denied, he had any body whatever. In fact, it would 
be the easiest task imaginable to shew, that the mystery of Popish iniquity 
has raked into her creed the heresies of every age from the beginning* of 
Christianity down tiU the period of the Council of Trent ; and that it stands 
associated by kindred ties with the religion of the ancient Gentiles, the 
modern Heathens, and that of the false prophet Mahomet. 

VIII. You and I, Sir, must now read a short chapter on accidents Sind 
substance. Here it will be found that your creed is equally repugnant to 
the philosopny of mind — that we may burn the writings of Locke, Reed, 
Stewart, Biowne, &c., along with the Bible. These have shewn us that 
we know nothing of substance ; but by its qualities — that wherever these 
are, it necessarily must be. When the wafer is consecrated your creed 
tells us that the accidents remain ; that is. the figure, length, breadth, 
depth, taste, odour, and colour, of the bread, but its substance is chan<>-ed 
into Christ’s body. I have proved in No. VI. the absolute impossibilllcy of 
one substance being changed into another substance.* If, therefore, the 
substance of the bread remain after consecration, the substance of Christ’s 
body cannot possibly be there, and the wafer is bread — still ; if the sub- 
stance of the bread pass away and Christ’s body be substituted in its place. 
It IS beyond doubt that the accidents of the bread, which still remain* 
cannot be the accidents or qualities of his body, it being a distinct sub- 
stance, and hence, it follows ; that the accidents of the bread remain 
wathout their substance, viz., there is roundness without anything round, 
colour without anything that shews it, taste without anything to be taste • 
ed, odour without anything odoriferous, length without anything long, 
breadth without anything broad, depth without anything deep. On this 
principle we may have birth without anything born, life without anything 
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living, death without anything dead, and in fact, we may have sickness 
without anything sick, sight without anything seeing, halting without a 
leg, poverty without anything poor, begging vatliout a beggar, even when 
you are dead, an eclipse of the moon without the moon and transuhstan* 
tiation without anything changed. 

Observe again, sir, the marked difference between a true and a mock 
miracle — a miracle of the Church of Christ, and one of the Church of 
Rome. In a true miracle the accidents of the substance are changed, as in 
the instance of Lot’s wife, the rod of Moses, the water turned into wine, 
and the Nile into blood ; in this false miracle the substance is changed for- 
sooth into another substance ; but the accidents remain without change. 
Now, granting for sake of argument, that the substance of Christ’s body is 
found under the accidents of the bread or of the wine ; it will then follow 
1, That the body of Christ can be impoisoned ; for Pope Victor III. was 
poisoned in the chalice of the Mass by his sub-deacon, having occupied the 
chair of St. Peter but ten months, llie Emperor Henry VII. was poison- 
ed by the Host ; and the same is related by Matthew Paris, concerning 
Henry Archbishop of York. 2. If Christ’s body remain under the accidents 
of the bread — then his body may fall, may be stolen, may be cast into the 
mire, may be lost, may become old, may turn stale and mouldy, and, as 
it is acknowledged by Suarez, may breed worms. 3. If the wine contain 
his body, being then in a liquid state, it may be spilled or frozen. It may 
thus undergo a new process and become ice, then be dissolved, and if sub- 
jected to the action of fire, be raised to any heat a liquid is capable of sus- 
taining. — Such are the monstrous absurdities of this doctrine. It is de- 
cidedly the most absurd which ever was invented by the corrupt imagina- 
tion of fallen man. 

IX. — The Apostle in \vriting to the Halations — says, chap. iv. 8, How- 
beit then, when ye knew not God, ye did service unto them which by 
nature are no gods.’' And in his Epistle to the Romans, chap. i. 25, he 
says, speaking of the Gentiles, “ They the glory of the uncorrupti- 

ble God into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds, and four 
footed beasts, and creeping things.” Now ,sir, the consecrated Host stands 
professedly dilFerent from all this, inasmuch, as it is in your creed not an 
image or idol, but the body, blood, soul, and divinity of the Son of God. 
The soul and- divinity are connected with it to avoid the charge of idolatry. 
It is a new and distinct species of idol, however, different in several res- 
pects from the idols of the Gentiles. Permit me now to ask whether it be 
God by nature or not ? Our Lord Jesus Christ was God by nature, because 
in His* divinity He is of the essence of the Father, and is “ God of God, 
light of light.” He is God-man by nature, because of the hypostatical 
union of the divine nature with the human. The human nature of Christ 
never existed one iota of time without union with the divine. It is on this 
ground he is to be w^orshipped in his glorious humanity. The worship of 
the Host is idolatry, because it i^not God by nature. This is e\fident : — 
1st. Because it existed in substantial form before it could be connected 
with the divinity. 2. It is professed to be the body of Christ, not by birth 
but by consecration. 3. The very term “ changed” used by the Council 
of Trent, proves it to be distinct from Christ, who is the same yester- 
day, to-day, and for ever,” and classifies it wfith the idols of the Gentiles, 
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with this difference, that they, according to the apostle, “ changed the 
glory of the uncorruptible God into an image,” &c. ; whereas the Church 
of Rome goes beyond them infinitely far in pretending to “ change” a piece 
of corruptible bread into the vei'y body of the incorruptible God/' 4th. The 
human soul of Jesus Christ, which in its own nature is simple, conscious, 
and incapable of division or multiplication, was not united by nature but 
professedly by consecration to the substance of the bread. This would be 
to multiply or divide the soul, to separate consciousness and spiritual es- 
sence into parts, or to give Christ millions of human souls, as well as 
bodies, while at the same time, the soul of Christ can only inhabit one 
body — that body and soul sat down for ever at the right hand of God — 
where the soul of Christ is, the divinity is united to it alone, and cannot be 

I united in the same manner to any other soul ; and hence, as the consecrated 

Host, neither contains his body, nor his soul ; it cannot possibly contain 
’ his divinity ; and, therefore, to worship it, is gross idolatry in the sight of 

God. 

;j Now, Sir, you and your adherents may raise the cry of uncharitableness 

I if you please. It is reason, common sense, and scripture, and not blind 

I charity that is now concerned. What has true charity to do with error 

\ but to hate it, and arouse reason to oppose it ? You invited me, forsooth ! 

and all the “ undignified Wesleyans,” as you lately termed us, to join with 
you in worshipping the Host. Infatuated blindness ! Worship it hence- 
forth at your peril ! Answer my arguments to the satisfaction of your rea- 
son and conscience before you bow to it once more. 

In the meantime. Sir, I wiU reserve my views on the mighty evils and 
abuse of the human intellect, which naturally arises from the reception of 
this dogma for my next letter. 

I am, Sir, as formerly, your obedient ser\ant, 

. Cork, Sept. 21s/ 1839. DANIEL M‘AFEE. 



TO DANIEL O’CONNELL, Esq., M.P. 

Sir, — I am credibly informed that you lately applied to a priest in this 
neighbourhood to furnish you, if in his power, with a copy of Father 
O’Leary’s letters, your own having fallen aside from which you concocted 
the fine story about Mr. Wesley and the Protestant Association. If the 
old Friar had possessed as much honesty as would individually have distin- 
guished him from his order, it would have been a happy circumstance for 
you as a public man, for then he would not have committed the forgeiy, 
which now, fifty-nine years after it was issued in the shape of a letter, has 
proved a man-trap into which you set your foot, and were caught, in no 
very enviable situation, as a vender of stolen goods, and an utterer of a 
base forgery. No doubt you wrote your letters to the Wesleyans in high 
glee, and fancied you were sinking the character of the founder in public 
estimation for ever ; but all this time you did not know yom* foot was in 
the trap, until I made the discovery ; and on looking down calmly you 
found it fastened to you, without a possibility of shaking it off. Whether 
you now hunt upon the mountains, go to mass, drive through the country, 
visit the Corn Exchange, repair to parliament, or stand upon a balcony to 
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make a speech in favour of repeal — alias the tribute-money — let the popu- 
lace only look at your feet, and they will perceive you standing in Father 
O’Leary’s trap. Nay, more — Mr. O’Connell, since the 8th of August, on 
which ray first letter appeared, you have stood in the pillory before the 
nation, bearing the iniquity of O’Leary in addition to your own, which the 
world knows w^as great enough without that also of an old Friar on your 
back. Your friends pity you, your enemies laugh at you, and no one has 
come to your relief. You have been assailed with facts and arguments as 
hard as balls of steel, but being encased in the old Friar’s armour, you 
have not yet yielded, or shewn the compunction which might have been 
expected from a man of such great candour as you profess, not to say any- 
thing of your Christianity. Shall we take this application for O’Leary’s 
book as a token of repentance on your part ? and may the public expect 
that, on second thoughts and another perusal, you will acknowledge the 
fraud, and hold up the memory of the Friar as an object of detestation to 
every honest heart in the community 9 I am perfectly sure, Mr. O’Con- 
nell, you will do no such thing. Even in the pillory, and with your foot 
in the trap, if you speak at all, it will only be to reiterate the false charges 
and justify the crime. If so, you must then rebut the facts and arguments 
which I have adduced. To take any other course wall only plunge you 
deeper in the mire. You must — 1. Shew that O’Leary’s letter was no for- 
gery, and then you stand confronted with the testimony of Mr. Wesley .• — 
“ The second of those letters is not mine — I never saw it before.” 2. You 
must prove that you treated poor Shanahan with great courtesy and kind- 
ness. 3. That FORBIDDING TO MARRY, and COMMANDING TO ABSTAIN 

FROM MEATS, lias Dot the slightest reference to your church. 4. That she 
has not taken away the cup in the Eucharist, and the second command- 
ment. 5. That her popes were a race of pious, good men, like yourself 
and Father Maguire ; and that the church w’as never antinomian, espe- 
cially in selling indulgences. 6. That transubstantiation is a doctrine of 
good common sense, reason, philosophy, religion, and scripture. Here is 
your task, why are you not at it 9 The reason is plain : you can no more 
do it, than you could pull down the moon and turn her into a grindstone, 
for the purpose of manufacturing wafers for your would-be Lord Bishops to 
consecrate, at the opening of the new Chapel on Pope’s-quay in this City. 
I am here reminded of a curious passage in the writings of Bishop Burnett, 
which you will forgive the trouble of reading, as it stands associated with 
the idea of grinding the most unique gods in the universe. “ I had a mind 
to see,” says the bishop, “ a picture, that, as I "was told, is over one of the 
popish altars in Worms, which, one would think, wms invented by the ene- 
mies of transubstantiation, to make it appear ridiculous. There is a w'ind- 
mill, and the Virgin throws Christ into the hopper, and he comes out at 
the eye of the mill all in wafers, which some priests take to give to the 
people.” I should wish very much to have seen this picture — I think I 
might have suggested an improvement. The artist should have painted 
the popes as blowdng the mill round with their breath, and hence there 
could be no failure of a sufficient number of deities in a calm day. No 
doubt, however, but the blind votaries in Worms, admired and venerated 
this altar-piece, as a most exquisite display of genius in developing the 
power of the Church. Still there are some suspicions which attach to the 
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artist. Why did he not depict the priests as casting in wafers and bring- [ 

ing out gods — Perhaps, he knew this would not answer the designs of 
priestcraft, seeing, if they were put in wafers they must come out again in 
the same form ; and thus lose the effect of producing impression. I have 
demonstrated to you, Mr. O’Connell, that what the wafers are in going 
into the popish hopper, they are just the same in coming out — that there 
is no change — no miracle — nothing but monstrous absurdity : and now, 
according to promise, 1 must finish my remarks on this dogma, by shew- 
ing a few results, that necessarily accompany and proceed from it. 

1. You are perfectly aware. Sir, that it has involved dispute among 
Romanists in what department of your church infallibility is concentrated. 

Some say, in the Pope ; others in Councils ; many in Councils and Popes 
r united; and some simply in the Church. Here I must agree with the 

I latter, and help them out of this difficulty against their opponents. If by 

the church M'e are to understand the body of the faithful — those who re- 
ceive the Eucharist, it is evident that infallibility is lodged in the whole 
without exception. 1 he reason is plain, even to a child ; for if each reci- 
pient in the Church of Rome, receives in the eucharist not only the body 
and blood, but the soul and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, he or she 
must necessarily be infallible, and cannot possibly eiT. Such, therefore, 
have no need of the Scriptures — nor of the Priest — after the first reccptation. 

You yourself. Sir, must participate in this benefit ; and hence, your zeal 
in endeavouring to convert the people of England to infallibility. This is 
a short, but sure method of guarding against error in religion. When a 
man once becomes infallible, he has no need for Scripture, history, phil- 
osophy, or reason as a guide in church matters ; for whatever he savs, 
must be right and true, although facts and testimony unexceptionable 
prove the contrary. P’or instance, you say, in your “ Address to the peo- 
ple of England,” guided it is true by Judge Halliburton and Miss Martineau 
— two very competent judges ^ “ that all the people of the United States, 

f wdll soon be catholics” — and this must be true, because you received the 
eucharist, and are infallible ! although an Almanac published in the States 
announces only 800,000 Romanists out of a population of better than 14-§ 
millions. Again, you tell us that Protestantism “ has lost all expansive pow- 
er,” at the same time, its pow'er of expansion never was so great since the 
; time of the Apostles — witness the Bible, Missionary, Sunday School and 

Tract Societies. Now, in opposition to this, wdiat you say must be true ; for 
: having got the eucharist you are now infallible ! The Rev. R. Gleig con- 

tradicts the inferrence which you drew from his premises and says, he never 
advanced the monstrous opinion, wdiich you attributed to him, “ that there 
is no such thing as religious principle anyw’here except within the pale of 
the Romish Church.” No matter for this he must be wrong, and you tnusi 
be right, for you, having got the eucharist are infallible ! Again, you 
mention six or seven men of note, who according to your statement, are 
^ just. become converts to Popery ; and a writer in one of the London papers 

I proves that some of those are dead thirty years ago. You have the ad- 

I vantage over this gentleman also ; and in fact over every one w^ho may 

oppose you, because having received the eucharist you are now infallible ! 

2. If a man receives the body, blood, soul, and divinity in the eucharist, 
he must be impeccable or incapable of sinning, as w'ell as infallible. It i* 



1 



46 



absurd to suppose otherwise. How can he drop into sin, who has the 
fulness of the divinity dwelling within him F The Church of Rome there- 
fore must be holy. Hence, it is no sin in her to lie, cheat, swear, or break 
the Sabbath. It can be no sin in you, for instance, after Mass and Sa- 
crament to listen to the amusing strains of Sullivan the family piper on a 
Sunday evening at Derrynane. It must delight you most asuredly, and 
make your Irish hearty leap for joy to hear him play, “The green flag 
flying,” and “ No king but Charley,” as these are known to be among 
your favourite tunes, even on a Sabbath evening. Such things would be 
sinful in a Protestant, but in you, with the divinity dwelling within you, 
sin is no sin — you may act as you please. The eucharist exalts you above 
rule. Sin and Muckedness are virtues in a Romanist, on this principle. 

3. According to this abominable tenet. Sir, are not the following in- 
ferences perfectly legitimate F Can you deny they naturally and simply 
arise from the fact that the whole body, blood, soul, and divinity are re- 
ceived by the faithful in the eucharist ? Do not fault my reason for making 
them, but your church for giving me the premises. That as each recipient 
has whole Christ dwelling within him ; so he is equal to the Blessed 
Virgin, and therefore should pray to her no more — That as each on receiv- 
ing the eucharist has more of divinity within than an archangel, or any of 
the first born sons of light, so there should be an end to prayers sent up 
to angels. That as those who receive are incapable of sinning, let them 
act as they may ; so they are great fools for doing penances, making con- 
fessions, and receiving priestly absolution, seeing each is as great, as holy, 
and as infallible as the priest. — That as the stomach is more immediately 
in contact with the Divinity within, each Romanist may be looked upon 
as a living temple of Deity, and this function of the human frame, may be 
considered the most holy place, being typified by the sanctum sanctorum in 
the temple of Solomon. That as the veronica — a handkerchief on which 
it is believed Christ imprinted the likeness of his face before his ascension 
was worshiped with the worship of Latria ; so you, the priest, or any other 
Romanist, is more worthy of the same worship, being the highest in your 
church, because the body, blood, soul, and divinity are within, when once 
the eucharist is received. Can you deny these conclusions ? Not if you 
believe transubstantiation. 

4. This extraordinary piece of absurdity is more deluding to Christ, 
sir, than any other of the popish inventions. It is a direct reflection on 
his personal attributes and glory. It debases him in a manner not only 
offensive to piety and reason, but to the native delicacy of humanity. 
To prove this it is only necessary to quote from the Mass-book revised by 
Pope’s authority. There is, in the commencement, a treatise on the defects 
that happen in the mass where these rules as stated by Du Moulin are 
found in the third chapter. — “ If the consecrated host vanish away by some 
accident, as if it be carried away with the wind or some miracle, or eaten up 
by some beast, and cant be found, then let another ht consecrated^' — That 
is il’ one God be lost make another ! Again in the tenth chapter : “ If a 
fly or spider fall into the chalice, (or blood) and that the Priest's stomach 
rise not against it, and/ear not any danger thereby, let him swallow the Jly 
or spider \rith the blood." Again, “ If in winter the blood do freeze in the 
chalice, let the chalice be wrapped up in hot cloths and again, “ If the 
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Viiest votnit up the Eucharist, and that the sjaeciVs appear whole, they must 
be chewed again with reverence ; unless the stomach should loath them. For 
then the consecrated species must be carefully severed, and put into a 
sacred place, and after that be cast into the shrine wherein relics are kept.” 
On these disgusting and impious extracts let us make the following re- 
marks : — Here the body of Christ is subject to a variety of accident, suf- 
fering and action. He who made the wind may be carried away by it. — 
He who governs all things by the council of his own will, may be subject 
to the common accidents, that befal a piece of bread. — He may be eaten 
by a mouse, or any of the meanest reptiles, that he himself created. — He 
who is always at the right hand of the Father, governing his Church and 
the world, may be lost and never found. — He who gave the Priest a 
power to change the wine into his body, blood, soul, and divinity, is so 
careless of himself, that he permits a spider to fall into his blood, and does 
not save the poor Priest from the dread of swallowing it. — He, who beams 
with the highest glory in Heaven, does not prevent himself on earth, from 
being frozen at one time and thawed at another. — He, who appears on the 
great white throne, like a Jasper and a Sardine stone — holy and incor- 
ruptible, is to descend, if this abominable doctrine be true, into the stomach 
of a Priest, which from various causes rejects the deity, while his body is 
“ carefully severed” (from what P) and laid up as a mere relic with a piece 
of the Virgin Mary’s veil, a toe of St. Thomas a Becket or some trinket 
belonging to a wicked Pope ! Of the absurdity, impiety and blasphemy of 
this stupid and wicked doctrine, no man can be aware, who has not studied 
and read on the subject, 

5. While this monstrous unnatural, and unholy doctrine. Sir, degrades 
the Saviour of the world, it tends to exalt the priesthood. It is the power 
of changing the bread into flesh which makes a priest once a priest for ever. 
The priest may be a drunkard — a Sabbath-breaker — a political charlatan — 
a prostituter of the confessional — a tyrant who inflicts a penance on any of 
his hearers, that from mere civility and neighbourly feeling listen to the 
service read at a Protestant wedding or funeral —he may never preach but 
scold — never pray but curse — never give but take — and prompted by his 
covetousness, may wield the keys of St. Peter with such high authority 
and threatening, that by the greatest devotees in his congregation, he be- 
comes both hated and dreaded, but after all this, let him only appear at the 
altar in the fantastic habiliments of his order, and in the eye of supersti- 
tion and ignorance, he is holy, high, powerful, sacred, and infallible ! Why 
is aU this, Mr. O’Connell.^ The answer is ready; he possesses the mys- 
terious power of turning a piece of bread into the Saviour of the world ! 
By even* whispering this is my body, he can make his Maker — create his 
Creator, and frame that body now, which was formed by infinite power, 
and has substantially existed for better than 1800 years before he was 
born ! By saying that a thing is not itself, but another thing totally dis- 
tinct, he can work a miracle by the lie, and do what in its own nature is 
absolutely impossible to be done. Most wonderful and astonishing man ! 
Let us not wrong him, nor misrepresent the power given to the successors 
of St. Peter. Let us now, hear some of the chief advocates of your church, 
sir, on this point. Gabriel Biel, in his fourth lesson of the canon of the 
mass, says — “ The angel citizens of Heaven do not aspire to the authority 







P| t)f the priesthood. Christ is incarnate and made flesh in the hands of 

priests, as in the Virgin’s womb, and priests do create their Creator, and 
have power over the body of Christ.” Next comes Peter de Besse. In 
his book on the Royal Priesthood, he declares—" All priests are kings, in 
token whereof they wear the crown. The priesthood and the Godhead are 
in some things to be parralleled, and are almost of equal greatness, since 
they have equal power. Seeing that the Priesthood walked hand in hand 
wdth the Godhead, and that the priests are Gods ; it goes far beyond the 
kingly authority, and priests are far above kings. They are masters of 
kings, surpassing as much in dignity the royal office, as the soul surpasses 
the body. Incredible things, but yet true, that the power of priests is so 
great, and their excellency so noble, that Heaven depends on them. Joshua 
stopped but the sun, but these stay Christ being in Heaven, in the midst of 
an altar. The creature obeyed to the first, but the Creator obeys to these 
last, the sun to the one and God to the other, as often as they pronounce 
the sacred words.” 

We have now gone far enough, Mr. O’Connell. Let us not wonder at 
the blasphemy and folly of Biel and de Besse, and say that these things 
are past and gone. Your church. Sir, is " unchangeable and unchanged;” 
and the same ignorance, pride, vanity, and blasphemy, still exist among 
the Irish priesthood, and sometimes boil up like napthee and become in- 
flamed by their zeal. It is not many years since a priest In a chapel in 
the county of Galway, on a festival occasion, proposed a logical demon- 
stration of the power of priests, and carried out his blasphemy to as great, 
if not greater extent than de Besse. He showed that no angel of light, no 
saint in heaven — no, not St. Joseph or the blessed Virgin, could convert 
the wafer into the body, blood, soul and divinity of God — that even the 
great God, great as he is, could not create himself; but, that the priest, 
by the mysterious power and constitution of things with which he is in- 
vested, could on pronouncing the sacred words, create him on the altar. 
Such notions still exist. They naturally accompany and result from the 
doctrine of transubstantiation. It is no wonder, therefore, that the Pope 
at a former period, held out his toe, like a well-bred spaniel, as Swift 
saith, for an Emperor or King to kiss. It is not by any means astonishing 
that the Irish priesthood — the Maynooth apostolic bachelors, who have 
been raised like logs of timber from the bogs and huts of Ireland, should 
strive for ascendancy — that they should raise a yearly tribute for you their 
ready and pliant tool, and usher you forward into a proclamation on your 
part of the same nonsense and blasphemy which to this hour fills their de- 
luded imaginations. The very poor scholar, whose feelings, career, and 
unique character, are so admirably delineated by the graphic pen of Charle- 
ton — this beggar-general, on a minor and different scale from that which 
distinguishes you, became a God maker the day he was made a priest ! 
The instant he was invested with St. Peter’s keys, he rose not only above 
the Queen of this empire, but above the angels of heaven, St. Joseph and 
the Virgin Mary. Moses with his shining face and mysterious rod, was 
but a stripling in power compared with this modern lawgiver. Joshua the 
great commander of the people of God, was but the mere type or reflexion 
of this modern luminary in working miracles. " Sun stand thou still upon 
Gibeon, and thou moon upon Ajelon,” said he in his prayer of faith, and 
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both at once stood still. Hoc est corpus meum, saitli the hedge priest, 
without either prayer or faith and behold ! “ God obeys,” and is actually 

created on the altar. How magnificient and dreadful is the power of such 
men ! If Heaven itself depends on them, according to De Besse, so does 
the whole frame of nature. Let us tremble, lest on some occasion tliey 
may combine, make calculations of the longtitude like Hohenloe, and 
uniting their power in one simultaneous effort, turn in one instant the sun 
into a gas-lamp, the moon into a crown piece — the stars into guineas — the 
sky into an umbrella — the rivers into wine ; and in opiDosition both to the 
distillers and the temperance society, convert the Pacific Ocean into brandy — 
the Atlantic into rum, and the Irish sea into whiskey ; and above all let us 
dread, that wdien these gods become intoxicated, they may be tempted, 
like Sampson, to put their hands against the pillars of old dame nature, 
and bring down her dwelling-place, with a thundering crash on the ears of 
all the heretics in the world. 

Their power, after all, Mr. O'Connell, is not very great ; it is just akin 
to the philosophy of the inquisitor, w’ho, in a speech condemnatory of 
Galileo’s discoveries, after he invented the telescope, said, “ the stars 
w'ere nothing but lamps, which the angels hung out in the sky at night, 
and came and took them in in the morning” ; or that of the old woman, 
who proved, by as good reasoning as you could employ in favour of tran- 
substantiation, that the stars were only gimlet holes in the sky, for the 
angels to look through. In fact. Sir, Popery is the poetry of corruption — 
a mere creation of the imagination — an epic, in which men are exalted 
into gods — the gods appear in the form of men, and even of wafers ; and 
through ignorance, ^superstition, early training, and associations; men 
cleaving to this imaginary system, spurn reality from the mind, and em- 
brace fiction wdth all the ardour of a Stilite or eastern devotee. True, in- 
deed ! this amazing epic production occupied a long time in the composi- 
tion — :it came out into the world in parts, and passed through various 
editions, until it was finally revised and completed by the Council of Trent, 
•with Dens for its annotator. But, after all, it has but one author, who 
has carefully preserved the unity of the action, and caused its successive 
heroes stanchly to oppose the circulation of the Scriptures •v\dthout note 
or comment. When the present edition is out of print, it is generally 
believed that the subtle author will put nothing to the press again, till 
after the millenium ; he, being imprisoned during a thousand years, like 
an Irish tithe martyr, will have sufficient time for study and improvement, 
and in all* likelihood will try a new edition to deceive the nations of Gog 
and Magog once more. I am inclined to this opinion from the conviction, 
that he is much fonder of a false religion, as an instrumentality against the 
true one, than he is of open infidelity : and that during his thousand years 
of rumination, he will not be able to invent any system so specious, so 
pliant, and so well adapted to his purpose, as that which now exists ; but 
will then be obsolete and forgotten. He may give the old blade a new 
handle, however, and a little temper in his forge ; and he will find it as 
handy in the camp of the saints at that coming period, as it was in Paris 
on the eve of St. Bartholomew, or in tliis country in the year 1641. 

Now, Mr. O’Connell, I appeal to you — to every priest in Ireland — to 
every man of a thinking mind in the community, is transubstantiation tnie ? 

Q 
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Can any man in his sober sense believe it P Do you believe it now ? Then 
answer my arguments. I now defy you to this point. I challenge any or 
all the bishops, priests, friars, Jesuits in Ireland, to answer what I have 
advanced in these three letters. The whole of Popish ingenuity united 
cannot do it. You say you believe this dogma with ** the certitude of 
faith.” Shew your faith now by your works ; and if you cannot do this, 
never have the presumption again, while you have a being, to invite any 
Protestant of any denomination to receive such an abominable and monstrous 
tenet. The fact is, that nineteen out of every twenty of the priests no more 

believe it than I do. A friend of mine was once in close conversation with 
an old school fellow, who was then a priest, “ Tell me, priest,” said he, 
*‘^do you really believe in transubstantiation, the sacrifice of the mass, pray- 
ers to saints,” &c. “ Whether do you ask me as a priest, or as a friend P'* 
said his reverence. — “ As a priest,” said the other. “ Well, then, as a 
priest I do believe in them, and I am sworn to believe in them.” “ May 
I ask you now as a friend, said the other “ Well, then, to tell you the 
plain truth,” said this pious, good priest, *‘the d — ^1 a one word of them I be- 
lieve at all, at all.” This, Sir, as certainly occurred as your foot is still in 
Father O’Leary’s trap. In the meantime, praying that you may yet have 
resolution to shake it off by an humble recantation of all your errors. 

I am, your obedient servant, 

Cork. Oct. 2, 1839. DANIEL MCAFEE. 



TO DANIEL O’CONNELL, Esq., M. P. 

Sib, — In the year 1537, the Pope appointed a Council at Vincentiafor 
reforming the Church, of which, he was the head and patron. Luther 
wrote a book on this occasion, to which, he affixed a humorous and very 
significant frontispiece. His Holiness was pictured, as sitting on a high throne 
around which several Cardinals stood, each having a long pole, with the 
tail of a fox fastened to its end, pretending thereby to sweep away the 
filth of the Church. From this very picture we might easily infer the great 
knowledge and correct judgment of Luther respecting your Church, which 
acoording'to Dr. Murray, is unchangeable and unchanged.” She was in- 
fallible then ; she is so still ; and hence, any attempt at a reformation, 
never can take place by her, professedly as a church ; any effort of the 
kind would be but mere cunning and artifice — but sweeping her filthy 
corners with a fox’s tail. ' 

If Luther were existing now, he might indulge his humour, of which he 
was not destitute, in relation to you. As he would find you a stanch son of 
your grim, withered, haggard, time-worn and cunning old mother, whose 
hair has grown grey in error, and sin ; so he might depict you, in a fron- 
tispiece published with your history, as old reynard himself, having two 
tails instead of one. He would no doubt, represent your political one, as 
trailing through the streets of London, and there shaking dust into the eyes 
of her Majesty’s ministers, when assembled in parliament, or in the privy 
council. He would also give you a theological one, consisting of the 
bishops and priests of Ireland, which, he would curiously exhibit as sweep- 
ing the pence out of the pockets of the poor Irish, in order to replenish 
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your den at Derrynane. To represent your position at the Bandon dinner, 
in which you boasted that a protestant sat on your one hand, and a pres- 
byterian on the other ; he would delienate you as an old fox, artfully prais- 
ing a pair of tame fowl, which you intended to pluck and feast on at a 
convenient season, when a repeal of the happy union between you and them 
should take place. And then, as it regards your presiding at the great 
dinner given in this city, to the popish bishops and priests assembled at 
the opening of the new Dominican chapel on Pope’s quay, on which occa- 
sion, you whined and talked about the great persecutions, which you, your 
ancestors, and your church endured, he would represent the whole com- 
pany, as a group of foxes, with the oldest and most artful at their head, as 
deeply lamenting the fate of their ancestors, because some of them got a 
broken leg or a few drops of swan shot, being caught in the act of plunder- 
ing a farm yard ; while St. Dominic himself, after whom the chapel is 
named, should appear in the back ground, as a hero of the Inquisition, booted 
and spured, with a sword by his side, and in the act of going [forth at the 
head of a troop of fanatical persecutors, to slay the unoffending Albigenses. 

Now, Mr. O’Connell, when you presided at the Cork dinner, did you 
not act the part of reynard in relation to my letters P Were you not afraid 
of another shot from my gun } Did you not artfully elude the matter as if 
you had never written one word against the Wesleyans, and as if I had 
never lifted my pen against your vile abuse and your false religion } You 
never had a more favourable opportunity of making a reply — you were in 
the City, where my letters were first published — ^you were within a few 
streets of where I reside — the occasion was one of religion — the charges I 
made required an answer — ^you have received injury both in your influence 
and your tribute, by not rebutting them. Why did you not do so ? Simply, 
because you found my facts and arguments too hard even for your sophis- 
try to mould into a ridiculous form. The public are perfectly aware of 
your disposition and tact, in seizing on anything, which might serve your 
cause. Your son Maurice afforded a striking instance of the same kind of 
talent, when he pounced upon my mistake, at the same time, he was per- 
fectly aware of the truth of the case, which I developed at large in my letter 
to liim. It is only a few days ago, since I came to the knowledge of the 
fact, that he himself was the bearer of the document from you to Shanahan, 
and handed it with your reply at the bottom, into the poor man’s hand. I 
am sorry, I did not know this fact at the time I addressed him ; for I should 
% then have depicted the boldness of his hypocrisy, in attempting the chal- 

lenge, which he gave me, at a greater len^h. But enough of introduction 
to this letter, and we must come at once to the main object, which I have 
in view. What is that ? Why } to talk a little about the mass. 

We have discussed transubstantiation already ; it is proved to be false ; 
you know it is, and cannot defend it ; if so, the mass also must be false. 
How many kinds of masses are there P I really cannot exactly say. I 
, know there are high masses and low masses, white masses and black 

masses, red masses and green masses, and I am not certain, but there may 
be purple and even orange masses — of course, if they be of every colour, the 
- orange being one of the primary colours of nature, must come in for an 

i honourable share, as well as the other colours. Having fully examined 

I transubstantiation in the abstract, and demonstrated it, to be absurd, irra- 
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tlonal, unscriptural, and impossible, we proceed a step farther and view It 
in relation to the mass, w’hich constitutes the primary act of your public 
worship, and which distinguishes the Church of Rome from all other 
churches in the world. If this be found wTong, then she is rotten at the 
very core, corrupt in her very essence, and from her assumed infallibilit}', 
incapable of reform, and must be forsaken altogether. All, who have de- 
serted her pale, have cast off the mass as pernicious, abominable and idola • 
trous. Were they right or wrong in doing so ? That we may understand 
this, and come to a proper conclusion, it is necessary to know, what the 
mass is, and whether it be in accordance with the will and word of God. 
In the mass, there are three leading things, which embrace aU the minor 
particulars — the sacrifice, the ceremonies, and the worship , — 

I. — As it regards the sacrifice of the mass, the substance of what is said 
concerning it is this — that the consecrated Host or wafer is Christ, really and 
truly — that Christ is thus presented as a sacrifice — that this sacrifice is an 
unbloody one, and that it is expiatory for the sins, both of the living and the 

dead. Hence, it is considered the centre of all spiritual exercises, the soul 
of a devout life, a sacrament superior to all others, the source of all grace, 
the end of all devotion, the highest offering which earth can present to 
heaven, and must be accompanied with the most excellent and sublime 
worship. It is unnecessary, here, to quote from the Council of Trent, or 
any other authority, as you are conscious, Mr. O’Connell, that I have given 
a fair statement. I’hat we may not loose ourselves in a multitude of words, 
let us reduce it to this simple point — that the sacrifice offered in the mass, 
or presentation of the Host to God, is the identical sacrifice of Christ. This 
is the point simply to be considered ; and that we may do so aright, let us 
here quote the 3 1 st article of the Church of England as presenting my 
creed on this subject, by way of contrast. “ The offering of Christ once 
made, is that perfect redemption, propitiation, and satisfaction for all the 
sins of the whole world, both original and actual, and there is none other 
satisfaction for sin, but that alone. Wherefore, the sacrifices of Masses, 
in the which, it was commonly said, that the Priest did offer Christ for the 
quick and dead, to have remission of pain or guilt, were blasphemous 
fables and dangerous deceits.” Here now, sir, we come to an issue at 
once. This article is simple, cemprehensive, strong and scriptural. If it 
be true, the mass necessarily must be false. That it is true, and that the 
mass is a “ blasphemous fable and dangerous deceit,” I proceed now to 
prove in a very summary manner. This article gives a delightful view of 
the sacrifice of Christ ; and that the sacrifice of the mass is not the sacri- 
fice of Christ, wdll appear evident from the following particulars ; — 

1 , Christ’s sacrifice was himself. The High Priest among the Jews offered 
the bullock, the goat and the lamb ; Christ offered himself. A few scrip- 
tures wall prove this. “Thou shalt make his soul an offering for sin. Christ 
also hath loved us, and hath given himself for us, an offering and a sacri- 
fice unto God of a sweet smelling savour. God — hath in these last days 

spoken unto us by his son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by 
whom also he made the worlds : who being the brightness of his glory, and 
the express image of his person, and upholding all things by the word of his 
power, whan he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on the right hand 
®f the majesty on high.” Now, Mr. O’Connell, compare these declara- 





tion» ■with your sacrifice of the Mass. What is it } Why P t'ne Host ; | 

but the Host, has been proved — amply proved, to be only a piece of parched I 

paste. There it now is in the hand of the priest, and to it the people are ! 

in the act of bowing down. Pray, Sir, is its soul made an offering for sin ? \ 

Has it a soul ? If so ; who gave it one P The priest breathed on it, to j 

be sure, and he is its creator. Did the Host love us, and give itself for us?* | 

Has it a sweet smelling savour before God P Does it not smell of bread P 
Did it ever speak to us in these last days P If so, what did it sa\ P — that ' 

Popery is an imposture, and the worship of the Host idolatry. Is it heir of [ 

all things ? Then you should claim your tribute from it, and not from the 
poor Irish, as it possesses the fee-simple of all property. Why does this 
deity not take the tithes from those hereticks which pronounce it an idol, 
and give them to those priests, who first make, and then worship it ? Why 
does it not turn the Lords and Bishops out of parliament, as they stand ’ 

greatly in your way, and that of your church P Pray, Sir, did the Host j 

create the world ? Then it must have created itself and existed, before it I 

began to be. Where was its wisdom in the formation of some things which ' 

it made } Why did it produce Luther, Cranmer, Calvin, and Henry the 
eighth } Why keep up a race of heretics in opposition to itself ? Is it not | 

rather an odd kind of God to have all power, and not help such an honest, i 

pious, and decided devotee as yourself, a little more } You have some rea- 
son to suspect its attachment ; or perhaps it suspects you ; and considers 
you a vain, ambitious, blustering, and rather dubious kind of disciple, who is 
working more for your own selfish ends, than for the glory of the Host. 

Do you beheve it is the brightness of God’s glory ? If so ; why is it so 
dull, and even brown in the priest’s hand ? Can you assert that it is the 
express image of Jehovah’s person ? Then the Divine Being is composed 
of bread, his form is circular, and his diameter about an inch. Here is the 
legitimate tendency of this absurdity ; it leads to atheism. Is not this 
sacrifice of the Mass, “ a blasphemous fable and dangerous deceit 

2. The sacrifice of the Mass, is not the sacrifice of Christ, because the 
priests are not the same, who present it to God. Christ offered his own 
sacrifice ; the priest presents that of the Mass. Now, if the wafer lived, 
and moved, and in the form of humanity, and wdth the essence of divinity, 
presented itself, there would be something, at least, plausible in the matter. 

This however is not the case. The priest offers the Host, as the sacrifice 
of Christ, and simply, because he does so, the very fact demonstrates the 
falsity of the offering. A few texts from Paul to the Hebrews prove this. 

“ Seeing then that we have a great high priest, that is passed into the 
heavens, Jesus the Son of God. — Called of God, an high priest, after the 
order of Melchisedec. — But this man, because he continueth ever hath an 
unchangeable priesthood. — The word of the oath, which was since the law 
maketh the Son, (a priest) who is consecrated for evermore. — But Christ 
being come an high priest of good things to come — by his own blood, he 
entered once into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemption for 
us. For Christ is not entered into the holy places made with hands, which 
are the figures of the true ; but into heaven itself, now to appear in the 
presence of God for us.” Now, Sir, it must either be acknowledged, that 
the Host, or the priest is our Lord Christ. If the Host be Christ ; then it 
offers itself, and the priest of Rome is a false, intermeddling and impious 
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creature for interfering in the matter. He has no right to be called a priest. 
He is not one after the order of Aaron, for that priesthood is done away. He 
is not one after the order of Christ ; because Christ can have no successor, 
seeing he ever lives in heaven, and exercises his own office. The Apostle 
expressly says, that Christ hath an unchangeable priesthood ; 

or one, that literally passeth not from one to another, because he holdeth it 
perpetually and dieth not. The priest of your church, in this ministra- 
tion, being neither the successor of Aaron, nor of Christ, as a priest ; it 
follows, that, he is no priest at all ; and consequently, that so far as he is 
concerned, there is no sacrifice in the Mass, because there is no priest to 
present it. The Host therefore, is the only priest on this occasion. If so ; 
then, it sprang from the tribe of Judah ; it was born of the Virgin Mary ! 
it suffered on the cross ; it is after the order of Melchisedec ; and hence, 
it is “ without father (true !) and without mother (true !) without descent 
(true !) having neither beginning of days (is this true ?) nor end of life 
very true ! because it never had any ; a full proof of which, we have, that 
even after consecration, it cannot offer itself. Is the Host a priest ? — 
then, it cannot be Christ ; for he is passed into the heavens, there to ap- 
pear in the presence of God ; but it abides on earth and returns unto the 
dust, whence it was taken, even after it has been either stolen or lost. 
The sacrifice of the mass has no priest ; and hence, it is no sacrifice of any 
kind, much less the sacrifice of Christ. It is therefore, “ a blasphemous 
fable and a dangerous deceit.” 

3. The sacrifice of the Mass, is not the sacrifice of Christ, simply because 
his was a living and voluntary one. To the law and to the testimony again. 
“ The Son of Man came not to be ministered unto but to minister, and to 
g-ive his life a ransom for many. — The good shepherd giveth his life for the 
sheep. — In his humiliation his judgment was taken away : and who shall 
declare his generation ; for his life is taken from the earth. — Hereby per- 
ceive we the love of God, because he laid down his life for us. — My father 
loveth me because I lay down niy life, that I might take it again. No man 
taketh it from me, but I lay it down of myself. I hscve power to lay it down 
and I have power to take it again.” These scriptures express three things, 
first, that Christ possessed life ; secondly, that he sacrificed it for us ; and 
thirdly, that he did this of his own free will and eternal goodness. Now, 
Mr. O’Connell, let me ask you. Does the Host or wafer possess life ? If 
so, when did it first begin to live ? What evidence have you of its life ? 
Did you ever see it move, or walk, or run, or rise, or stand ? Did you ever 
see it breathe, or speak, or hear it make a speech, or do any one thing 
whatever ? Whether is its life divine or human ? To what species of 
animated life does it belong ? Is its life limited or eternal } Christ the 
life, was the Son of God ; is it so ? Christ was the Son of Man, is it the 
son of man or the son of Mary ? Christ, as the life, raised Lazarus, the 
Widow’s son, and the daughter of Jairus from the dead ; pray did the wafer 
do so } Was it the Host, which cried with a loud voice, “ Lazarus come 
forth,” and that said, “ young man I say unto thee arise } If so ; why 
has it not spoken in your church ? Why did it not reprove you and the 
priests for holding political meetings on the Lord’s day in the chapels, 
where its godship resided 9 Why did it not raise D’Astair from the dead 
whom you killed in a duel, out of pure regard for such a worthy worshipper 
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as yourself P Why does it not teach the priests, that it is the head of the 
church instead of the Pope P Why does it permit the people to pray to 
dead saints, when it is present itself as the living God ? Why does it not 
excite the Bishops and priests to give the scriptures to the poor ignorant 
people, seeing it is Christ himself, who once said, search the scriptures ; 
for in them ye think ye have eternal life, and they are they which testify 
of me ?” It must be a very negligent Deity, when it permits image wor- 
ship, swearing, sabbath breaking, faction fights, drunkenness, and perjury 
among you. You and your tail must, after all, have very little dread of it, 
or you would have been much more guarded respecting the solemn oath 
you took, not to interfere, with the protestant church. 

Let us proceed a little farther. Did this deity lay down its life for you ? 
How could it, when, it had none to lay down ? If it died ; how long is it 
since? Was it 1800 years ago? Or only on last Sunday? At what 
hour did it die ? Whether was it on the cross or on the altar ? Was it 
previously led away to the High Priest ? If so ; what was his name ? Dr. 
Crawley, or M*Hale ? Did the Pope act the part of Peter in denying it, 
and you of Judas Iscariat in betraying it ? He followed Christ for the bag, 
and you followed the Host for the tribute. As you were present on the 
occasion, pray what was the roman soldier’s name, who pierced the side 
of the Host P The ceremonies of the mass, according to the shewing of 
your own church, are intended to figure forth the crucifixion ; and does not 
this very fact classify your church with the wicked Jews and Romans, 
rather than with Christians ? The name of roman catholic is peculiarly 
appropriate, because you still continue to crucify your Saviour. If the 
Host laid down its life and died ; at what time did it arise from the dead ? 
How many angels rolled away the stone from the grave ? Who first saw 
it after its resurrection ? Did it say to the priests, “ handle me and see 
for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as you see me have Were you one 
of the 500 brethren, which saw it alive after its resurrection ? Did it then 
ascend up into heaven ? If so ; how comes it to pass, that next Sunday, 
it must come down and be crucified again ? Ten thousand priests crucified 
it on Sunday week, ten thousand Hosts arose from the dead and ascended 
into heaven, and ten thousand priests crucified it afresh last Sunday, and yet 
they neither brought it down, nor sent it up, nor crucified it, nor was there 
more than one Host all the time, and that one is the very same Saviour, 
who died on the cross 1800 years ago, arose from the dead and sat down 
for ever on the right hand of God If! Are you not conscious of the absurdity 
and falsehood of the mass, Mr. O’Connell ? Undoubtedly you are, and 
hence, it need not be deemed strange that no one can trust your professions 
in friendship, when you are false in those, which you make to your 
wheaten deity. 

Again, let me ask. Is the offering voluntary on the part of the Host ? 
Has it power to lay down its life and power to take it again ? The free 
will of the Host — the volitions of the Host — the resolutions and determina- 
tions of the Host, and of course, the understanding, memory, imagination 
conscience, and passions of a piece of bread, are rather extraordinary ex- 
pressions ! And yet after the words of consecration, if the Host be real 
Christ, their application is by no means improper. The Host then must 
offer itself voluntary, as a propitiary sacrifice for the sins of the quick and 
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dead. If it has no volition, there can be no sacrifice ; because it is not the 
sacrifice of Christ ; but a mere cheat and impious imposition. Who but a 
fool will attribute volition to a round piece of cake without life or anima- 
tion ? A man might as readily argue, that a stone can think, and reason, 
and resolve. The popish mass would establish the doctrine, that matter 
can think ; and hence, destroy the immateriality of the soul. It whirls us 
at once into materialism and the atheistic, atomic philosophy of Democritus. 
The gods of the heathen were vastly superior to this God of the papacy. 
“ They have mouths ; but they speak not/’ — this has no mouth. “ They 
have eyes ; but they see not” — this has no eyes. “ They have ears ; but 
they hear not ” — this has no ears. “ Noses have they ; but they smell 
not” — this has no nose. ‘‘They have hands; but they handle not — 
this has no hands. “ Feet have they ; but they walk not ” — this has no 
feet. Here then, Mr. O’Connell is a thing which is both priest and sacri- 
fice in your church ; and yet it has neither mouth, nor eyes, nor ears, nor 
nose, nor hands, nor feet ; not can it speak, or see, or hear, or smell, or 
handle, or walk ; it is neither human, nor can it do one human act ; and 
yet, your church teaches, that it is the identical Saviour of the world, and 
that as a sacrifice for the quick and dead, it must present itself voluntarily 
to God ! You will now agree with me in coming to the former conclusion, 
that, “ the sacrifices of masses — are blasphemous fables and dangerous 
deceits.” 

4. The sacrifice of Christ was a bloody one, and made a complete atone^ 
ment, ” propitiation, emdi satisfaction for all the sins of the whole world both 
original and actual, and there is none other satisfaction for sin, but that 
alone ;” and hence, the sacrifice of the mass cannot possibly be the sacri- 
fice of Christ. We must now recur again to the Scriptures of truth.” This 
is my blood of the New Testament, which is shed for many, for the remission 
of sins. — In whom, we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness 
of sins. — Having made peace through the blood of his cross, by him to re- 
concile all things unto himself. — But now in Christ Jesus, ye who sometimes 
were far off, are made nigh by the blood of Christ. — For if the blood of bulls 
and of goats, and the ashes of an heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth 
to the purifying of the flesh ; How much more shall the blood of Christ, 
who through the eternal spirit offered himself spot to God, purge 

your consciences from dead works to serve the living God. — Unto him that 
loved us, and washed us from our sins in his own blood, and hath made us 
kings and priests unto God and his Father ; to him be glory and dominion 
for ever and ever. These are they which came out of great tribulation, 
and have washed their robes, and made them white in the blood of the Lamb.” 
Such is the current testimony of the word of God. JMoses tells us Levi- 
ticus xxii. 11. “ It is the blood that maketh an atonement," while St. 

John in his first Epistle, chap. i. 7, says, “ The blood of Jesus Christ his 
Son cleanseth us from all sin';” and St. Paul, Heb. ix. 22, expressly de- 
clares, that, “ without shedding of blood, is no remission.” Now, Mr. 
O’Connell, let us keep to the main point — that the sacrifice of the mass is 
the sacrifice of Christ. This is the very marrow of the controversy. That 
it is not Christ’s sacrifice is admitted, at once by the' Council of Trent, and 
that in the very decree on this point.” And seeing that in this divine 
sacrifice, which is performed in the Masi, he, the same Christ, is contained 
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and unhloodily immolated, who bloodily offered himself once on the altar of 
the cross.” Such is the acknowledgment of tins infatuated, stupid, infal- 
lible Council ! They say, that the sacrifices are the same, and that they 
are not the same, for three reasons. First, Christ offered the one, and the 
priest offers the other ; Second, Christ offered his once on the cross ; the 
sacrifice of the Mass is offered often on altars ; Third, Christ’s was one of 
blood ; the sacrifice of the Mass is unbloody. Here, the matter is totally 
given up, infallibility is confounded, and confusion spreads her wings over 
the wise men of Trent. The very fact of the sacrifice of the Mass being an 
unbloody one, takes away all virtue from it, and shews, that instead of pro- 
curing the same benefits, as those purchased by the blood of Christ, it is a 
mere figment of absurdity, that leaves the poor deluded votaries of the 
Church of Rome, without benefit of any kind. It has no virtue in itself, 
and hinders them from looking to Christ, in whom alone it is to be found. 
Glance at the benefits resulting from the blood of Christ, in the scriptures 
now enumerated. 1 . His blood was shed for the remission of sin ; how can 
the Host procure this, when it shed no blood because it had none, and if it 
had, it could not be the same blood of Christ, which was shed on the cross 
1800 years ago? 2. The primitive Christians had redemption through 
Christ’s blood, the forgiveness of sins, pray, sir, was that the blood of a 
wafer, the substance of which grew in a field at Derrynane last year, and 
has by the concession of the Trent Council, shed no blood, because it had 
none.? 3. By his own blood, he reconciled all things unto himself, and 
brought the Gentiles nigh, who were afar off ; the wafer has reconciled 
nothing, nor did it ever bring one soul to God. It has been the cause of 
disturbance, of blood shed, though it had none of its own, and thousands 
have fallen into perdition, by trusting to it, instead of Jesus Christ. How 
many martyrs have been sent to the stake, because they would not confess 
it to be the Son of God? 4. The blood of Christ possessed, and still 
possesses the virtue of purging the conscience from dead loorks, to serve the 
living God ; the blood, or virtue of the Host, has never purged any one. 
How could it, when it has none ? Pray, Sir, has it purged you for in- 
stance ? Has it taken away your guilt ? the guilt of agitating, of disturb- 
ing your country, of running the ignorant and deluded peasantry into 
scenes of midnight depredation, by your false speeches ? Has it removed 
from you, the guilt of early propensities, by which others were drawn aside 
from the path of virtue ? Has it obliterated the guilt of reckless asser- 
tions, defamation of character, foul-mouthed lying, and the solemn oath 
taken by you, not to interfere with the Protestant institutions of the land ? 
Do you believe, that the blood of this bloodless sacrifice, made an atone- 
ment for the sins of the scandalous popes enumerated in my third letter* 
or for those holy fathers of the inquisition, who lived in licentiousness, and 
died with hearts more cruel, than the grave ? How can it atone for the 
iniquity of those priests, who, in the confessional, guided by Den’s Theo- 
logy, or Father Maherly’s Good Confessor — (another infamous book among 
the priesthood,) have corrupted female virtue, by their iniquitous, chate- 
chetical mode of proceeding ? The fact is this ; the sacrifice of the Mass 
is a mere imposture ; and giving it all the reality, which the imagination, 
even of a sincere devotee attributes to it ; it renders null by its very per- 
fection, priestly absolution, penances, extreme unction, and purgatory ; for 
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when tlie Host i» a complete propitiation for the sins, both of the quick and 
dead, there is no necessity for the other nostrums of your church, unless to 
increase the income of her clergy, as all her varied articles must be pur- 
chased with money. The mass is her standing and staple article in trade, 
and surely she, who is capable of selling, what she has decreed to be the 
Saviour of the world for filthy lucre,- even for the recovery of a sick animal, 
is capable of driving a hard bargain in relation to any other fictitious com- 
modity, that may be popular in her religious mart. It is evident, however, 
that the English reformers were right' in saying, that the “ sacrifice of the 
Mass — is a blasphemous fable and a dangerous deceit.” 

5. The sacrifice of Christ was offered only once for all mankind, and that 
upon the cross ; and hence, the sacrifice of the Mass is not, nor can it pos- 
sibly be the sacrifice of Christ. The Apostle proves this, in the following 
declarations ; — He saith of Christ, Who needeth not daily, as those high 
priests; to offer uj) sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for t\ie peoples ; 
for this he did once, when he offered up himself. Nor yet, that he should offer 
himself often, as the high priest entereth into the holy place every year, with 
blood of others. For then must he often have suffered since the foundation 
of the world ; but now once in the end of the world, hath he appeared to put 
away sm, by the sacrifice of himself. — By the which will we are sanctified 
through the -offering of the body of Jesus Christ, owce for all. — But this 
man after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the 
right hand of God.” So St. Paul in his epistle to the Hebrews. Let us 
now hear St. Peter, and we shall soon see, whether his successors, so 
called, are following his faith. For Christ also hath once suffered for 
sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God.” 

Now, Sir, there are three reasons, why Christ only required to suffer 
once. 1. The dignity of his person; he was God, and man, united 
in one person. “ The word was made flesh” to this very end, that he 
might present only one offering for sin. 2. The infinite, intrinsic virtue 
or merit of his blood, arising from this dignity : and 3. The I'equisition of 
infinite justice. It required a sufficient equiv^ent for the sins of mankind ; 
it received all it demanded from the one offering -of Christ upon the cross ; 
and hence, our Lord cried, “ it is finished” — the atonement is completed — 
justice is satisfied, and then, he gave up the ghost. Let us now compare 
your mass sacrifice, with this, Mr. O’Connell. Take it now for granted, 
that Christ is sacrificed in the mass — that it is his identical sacrifice which 
is offered. — Then it follows : 1 . That, he is not God ; for, if he w'ere, his 

sacrifice would require no repetition. It is offered often in the mass, 
and this stamps the imperfection of the offering. On this principle, the 
Apostle, in writing to the Hebrews, reasons against the intrinsic value of 
Jewish sacrifices, because they were often made. 2. It follows also, that 
the merit of his blood, was neither infinite nor sufficient to atone by one 
offering, and consequently, in point of merit, it was no better than the 
blood of bulls and goats. 3, It is evident, from the frequent repetition of 
Christ’s sacrifice in the mass, that justice was not satisfied wnth our Lord’s 
one offering on the cross, or else, it would require no repetition. 4. It 
incontestibly follows, from all this — that our Lord uttered a falsehood, 
when, he said on the cross, “it is finished” ; and that both Peter and 
Paul have equally imposed on mankind, in contending for the completion 
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of the atonement by his once dying — once sacrificing himself on the accurs- 
ed tree. What now is the sacrifice of the Mass ? It is the unhloody sacri- 
fice instituted first by Numa Pompilius, made of pure, fresh flour, and is a 
remnant of his heathenism, instead of being the oftering of Jesus Christ. 
It agrees much better with Cain’s sacrifice, wdiich the Lord rejected, being 
only of the fruit of the earth, than with Abel’s, which Jehovah accepted, 
because it was a bloody one. It is an open, standing, repeated, multifa- 
rious, sanctioned, and perpetual lie, libel, and mockery of the person, sa- 
crifice, and atonement of Jesus Christ. It denies his divinity, and the 
merit of his blood. It tarnishes, and misrepresents the justice of the 
eternal Being, as the governor of the world. It gives the lie, de facto, to 
the Apostles ; and hence, to the inspiration of the Holy Ghost. It is a 
jjractical overturning of the very foundation of Christianity — the finished 
atonement of the cross. It is the battering ram of the church of Rome, 
raised up against the fundamental principles of Christianity, and the sim- 
plicity of salvation by faith, and the redefhption of the world. It is the 
priest’s finger post, which shews the road to Rome, but not the way to 
Heaven ; in a word, it denies that Christ sat down for ever, on the right 
hand of God, after finishing his atoning work ; and hence, denies the exis- 
tence of that heaven to which he is gone. 

Where Christ is personally present, there is his local heaven, sir, but he 
is present in every popish chapel, and therefore, his heaven is found in 
those localities. In a small pix, or chest, made of wood, silver, or some 
other metal, he is kept under, or near the altar ; and is thus preserved 
from mice, rats, and all kinds of vermin. How long, this peculiar deity, 
could remain fresh without being blue-moulded, can only be decided by the 
popish doctors. At all events, the chapel is his heaven — his new Jerusalem. 
See ! there is one, say, in the county of Tipperar}^ at the foot of a lonely 
mountain, skirted by a deep glen. Who are those individuals, that in 
groups, of three or four, are descending the hill side, or traversing the 
windings of the glen ? Why they are ribbonmen to be sure, who are repairing 
to the chapel as a rendevouz, from whence, the}’^ issue to murder, burn, or 
rob ; they are angels of light, guided by a torch, which is to burn up the 
haggard, barn, or cow-house of some unoffending neighbour, who refuses to 
be initiated into their mysteries. Take another of these local heavens, 
Towensend street Chapel, for instance, in the City of Dublin. No doubt, 
the wheaten Host dwells there in all sanctity and glory. But how often, 
have you and others polluted the temple of the god in his very presence, 
by political meetings and speeches, even on the Lord’s day "i If such be 
the heaven of the papacy, what are its hell and purgatory ? 

Come now, Mr. O’Connell, lay aside your prejudice for a little, and con- 
sider the vast difference between your church and the protestant one, now 
established by law in these countries. You and the priests are labouring 
assiduously, and even openly to throw down the one, and re-establish the 
other. Your feeling is, that, because your party is more numerous in Ire- 
land, than the protestant community, therefore, your religion should l)e 
supported by the state. True it is, you disclaim ascendency ! But who 
can believe you ? I for one do not ; no ; not one word you utter either on 
this or many other points. To judge rightly of this matter, only consider 
seriously the essential difference between your Church, and the united 
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Ciiui'cli of England and Ireland. Observe, we are not to be guided by the 
views of insulated parties, whether Puseyites on the one hand, or Antino- 
mians on the other, who may broach doctrines subversive of the elementary 
principles of the Church. We must abide by the articles, as founded on 
the word of God. Keep to the one now in question, which is decidedly a 
fundamental one. Compare it with your Trent creed, and your sacrifice 
of the mass. The comparison will result in this, that the state supports 
truth in the one case ; in the other, the most notorious falsehood, would be 
sanctioned and nourished. The following particulars will exhibit the 
contrast : — 

1. The sacrifice of Christ, exhibited in the 31st article of the Church 
established, is scriptural ; your sacrifice of the Mass is unscriptural. 2. The 
sacrifice of this article was appointed of God ; your sacrifice of the mass 
never was ; it is the invention of men ; and the very focus, of what the I 

Apostle terms, “ the mystery of miquit 5 ^” 3. The sacrifice acknowledged * 

by the reformers, was accepted of God, for the remission of sins ; your sacri- i 

fice of the mass can procure no remission. 4. The Protestant sacrifice was I 

once offered only, and that upon the cross ; your sacrifice of the mass, never I 

hung upon the cross, never shed its blood there, never died for the world ; I 

and from its repeated offerings demonstrates itself to be an imposture. 5. | 

I’he great sacrifice, which forms the very basis of the Protestant religion, I 

was presented to God under peculiar circumstances ; the rocks rent, the I 

graves opened, the vail of the temple was torn asunder, and darkness co- i 

vered the heavens for the space of three hours ; your sacrifice of the mass I 

is destitute of the verj’- semblance of these things, unless we can believe, * 

that the incense of high mass, is the identical darkness recorded in the ^ 

scriptures. 6. The sacrifice to which we are directed in the 31st article, 
was raised from the dead, and afterwards “ shewed himself alive by many 
infallible proofs” ; your sacrifice of the mass — that piece of parched bread, 
never had any resurrection, except what it had in a wheaten field, where it 
grew in spring, in common with other grain. 7. The sacrifice of the Re- j 

formed church aseended up into heaven, sat down for ever on the right hand, 
of God, and remains in a state of incorruptibility ; the sacrifice of the mass, 
in your church, is of the earth, earthy, and returns to the dust again, 
whence, it was taken. Pray, Sir, do you think, St. John, in Revelations j 

xiii., had any allusion to this, when he spoke of the second beast, which, | 

he beheld arising out of the earth ? You know the wheaten god grows 
out of the earth, carries the Romish hierarchy along with it, as its horns ; 
and through them speaks with a dragon mouth, and deceives those, who 
dwell on the earth. ITiis, however, is only a mere query, which you may 
legally investigate at your leisure ; while, in the meantime, we must come 
to a conclusion, respecting the practical efforts now carried on by you and 
the priests. In your address to the people of England, you would 
piously invite them back to the mass ; for the world may say, what they 
please of you, Mr. O’Connell, you are a very pious, honest, upright man of 
truth ! and you would have the present Church, established in these coun- 
tries, overturned, and your own set up in its place ; and you would give 
the tithes to the priests ; and for the good of our souls, you would soon try 
and force us all to mass ; and as old Bernard Clinton, a priest’s brother, 
who became a genuine protesfant, used to say of the mass, taste it not 
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my friends, for there’s gravel in it” ; so if any of us refused to eat gravel, 
you would quietly continue to make the executive power force it down our 
throats, as a second course, after “ Lord John Russell’s purge.” 

Now, Mr. O’Connell, I should wish to know, what right , the state pos- 
sesses, to cast off the present Church establishment, and substitute yours, 
in its stead — that is, simply to renounce the sacrifice of Christ, which is 
the central point of the true religion, and establish and support the sacri- 
fice of the mass, which is the focus of the false religion. Right implies a 
just claim on the one hand, impl)dng a corresponding obligation on the 
other. It must therefore take its rise from some cause, or relationship, 
subsisting in your Church, that would evidently justify the present, or any 
other government, in bestowing on her the property of the empire for her 
support. All right must immediately, or remotely come from the Divine 
Being, and be conveyed by creation, providence, or revelation, as recorded 
in his word. Let us calmly, then, examine her claims to state patronage, 
or in fact to support of any kind, or character whatever. They must arise 
from some source, and the question to be solved is, what that source really 
is 

1 . Does it consist in numerical existence ? Surely not. Ireland contains 
eight million of inhabitants. Three-fourths of these are romanists, be- 
clouded under a dark, superstitious and false system of religion. The 
claim cannot consist in mere number. The greater the number, the more 
diffused is the error. A man has a natural right to life and liberty — to the 
enjoyment of light, air, and the various elements, and to the produce of his 
own personal labour. Every romanist in the land, has a right to these 
things. God has given that right, by the very fact of communicating ex- 
istence. Between six and seven millions of these exist in Ireland — born 
and trained up in a religion directly repugnant to the revealed will of God ; 
as they have a right to the blessings now enumerated, does it follow, that 
because they happen to be the more numerous party, their religion, as well 
as themselves, have a claim or right to be supported by the good things, 
which God has created ? “ The earth is the Lord’s and the fulness there- 

of.” Pray, Mr. O’Connell, with all your perversity of heart and intellect, 
can you believe for a moment, that God created the world, or one country 
in it, or one corner of a field in it, for the purpose of growing wheat, or 
oats, or barley, or hay, or food of any kind to support the priests of a false 
religion ? Does God give a farm, or trade, or merchandize to any man, 
accompanied by health and ingenuity to operate, for the purpose of sup- 
porting a religion, which corrupts his revelation by traditions, denies the 
sacrifice of his Son by its masses, and runs the people into idolatr)% by its 
prayers to saints and the worship of the Host ? Undoubtedly not. Did 
he make any portion of the earth to nourish and support Paganism, Maho- 
medanism and Judaism, as it is at present ? There are 600 millions of 
pagans in the world. Does their number give a right to the existence, 
much less, the establishment of their religion ? A false religion, has no 
right to exist in the world. No man has any right to support it. It arises 
from the usurpation of the Devil. It may force its way by the might, not 
the right of its votaries. The design of Christianity, was to destroy this 
! usurpation ; and hence, that government, which would grant your church 

I state provision, is acting in opposition to God, and giving a sore discou- 
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rasement to the Christian institutions of the land. The Divine Beinor can 
confer no right, in any possible manner, to uphold falsehood ; He must 
first cease to be the God of truth. This would be conferring a right to 
propagate sin, which cannot possibly be done by the God of holiness. 

2. Does the antiquity of your church. Sir, constitute her claim, so as to 
afford a justification of those, who would reestablish her in these lands ? 
Paganism has a prior claim : for it existed from the building of the tower 
of. Babel. Judaism has a prior claim ; for it existed from the giving of the 
law. Druidism has a prior claim ; for it was the established system in 
these countries before the introduction of popery. Mahomedanism has 
an equal claim ; for it arose, at the same time in which Boniface III. pro- 
claimed himself universal Bishop. The false prophet and the beast were 
contemporaries in their rise and career, and are according to the book of 
Revelation to be, mutually destroyed together. Antiquity proves nothing 
for you, it only makes the matter worse ; for the longer any individual, or 
church, goes on in a course of error and sin, the greater should be our ab- 
horrence of such perpetuated iniquity. Your church. Sir, has no claim 
from her age to any other thing, but to a heavier and more acute punish- 
ment. 

3. Does her claim to state patronage arise from former occupancy? 
Surely not. The Jewish priests were once entitled to the tithes of Canaan ; 
but does their right exist now ? They crucified the Lord of glory, rejected 
his gospel, persecuted his Apostles and first followers, and by their unbelief 
and wucked conduct forfeited every pre^dous claim to Divine favour. Your 
church, Mr. O’Connell, did the very same. She departed from the true 
faith, set up her own commandments in opposition to those of Christ, forbade 
to marry, commanded to abstain from meats, introduced purgatory, prayers 
for the dead, service in an unknown tongue, and the sacrifice of the mass, 
by which she nullifies the sacrifice of Christ. In addition to this, she 
kept the scriptures back from the people, persecuted and destroyed those 
who translated or read them ; and at the time of the reformation, was 
ingulphed in every species of inward and outward iniquity. Is it because 
of her apostacy and sin, she should again be brought into favour } 
She was cut off as a prodigal ; and where is her repentance and reforma- 
tion, to entitle her again to a gracious reception ? God by his providence 
tamed out the harlot and usurper, stripped her of her trumpery, ornaments 
and wealth in these lands ; and now having recruited her strength, laid 
her schemes, increased in revenue, and decorated herself in something of 
her old trappings, is she to be received again into court favour, and the 
true bride cast aside to make way for her scarlet ladyship ? Let her only 
be admitted to a seat at the domestic table, — to a place in the house- 
hold — to a small portion of the income, as if for pin money ; and like every 
lady of her class, she will scheme and plot, and act the part of Jezebel, 
until she is either again cast out, or governs the household as her own. 
This is her nature, “unchangeable and unchanged;” and he who would 
bring her back by any means, acts in direct opposition to that God, who 
cast her on the w^orld in the face of all the nations. Surely, she has no 
right to the dwelling, who for ages refused to pay the daily and annual 
tribute of true worship and conduct, which God, the great proprietor de- 
manded at her hand. Being turned out for non payment of her legal and 
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evangelical debts to Christ ; she is too much in arrear to discharge the 
mighty account ; and hence, can never be tenant again, with his approba- 
tion. ' • ' ' 

4. Does her right arise from the Apostolic succession of her popes and 
bishops ? - . If so ; where does it exist ? Be pleased. Sir, to trace it. Do 
not forget the iron links of this chain — the wicked popes enumerated in 
my third letter. Was pope Joan, the Englishwoman, one of those hnks ? 
From which of the three popes, who' reigned' and ordained Bishops at one 
and the same time, shall we suspend this apostolic chain } • Where shall 
we hang it, during the interregnum, when for better than 70 years there 
was no pope ? On which of the bishops Name him. Your church. 
Sir, is the most unfortunate pretender, in the wide world, for the proridence 
of God so ordered it, that even by popish hands, the history of villanous 
popes, is so well known, that all pretence to be the followers of Christ and 
his Apostles, is truly ridiculous. In fact, from the year, 606, in which 
Boniface III. proclaimed himself, according to pope Gregory the Great, to 
be Antichrist, the church of Rome lost her succession, and to this day has 
never found it. Does the succession of the popes constitute antichrist and 
the man of sin ? Then, how can antichrist have his succession from 
Christ ? He is directly his opposite. He opposes his will, his word and 
his kingdom. In the name then of common sense, how can he have his 
succession from Christ and his Apostles } Did antichrist steal it, or take 
it away by robbery or main force ? It is only an assumption — a mere pre- 
tence. From which of the Apostles did it come } It must be the legacy 
of Judas Iscariot, the apostate, ■ for it never was left to them by St. Peter, 
Paul, or any of the faithful Apostles of our Lord. Only that you might 
dispute the pedigree, in behalf of yourself and family, I would say, they are 
successors of Simon IVIagus. Wherever there is a true succession of any 
thing, there must be the same causes to produce it, the same qualities to 
characterise it, and the same effects following it. Thus, the rays of light 
flowing from a luminous body, the waves of the sea, and the reproduction 
of planets and animals, have the same invariable succession. Take away 
either cause, or qualities, of effects, and succession is lost. Examine these 
three things for a moment in connection with the church of Rome : — 1. 
The cause of apostolic succession. What is it ? The call and ordination 
of Christ. Christ is wise ; and therefore he could never call a fool. Christ 
is good ; and hence, he could never ordain a had man. Christ is holy ; and 
consequently, he could never send an impious, or unholy priest to convert 
the world. Christ is just and righteous ; and it follows, that he could never 
give his sanction to a thief diTid a robber to enter, especially as a shepherd, 
into his fold. Christ is sincere ; and it is impossible, he could appoint a 
hypocrite, — a wolf in sheep’s clothing to be one of his special ministers, 
much less his vicar and vicegerent on earth. Christ is benevolent and kind ; 
and hence he never sanctioned the cruel and monstrous popes of which we 
read, nor the persecuting Bishops, Bonner and Gardiner, for instance, who 
burned and destroyed so many unoffending and pious protestants. Christ 
is truth itself ; and it is absolutely impossible, therefore, that he ever could 
either call, or ordain any man, in any age of the world, to teach, Jostcr, 
and support falsehood. Hence any man, who teaches the creed of Pope 
Pius IV. never v/as called, or ordained of Christ ; but the whole popish 
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hierarchy do so throughout the world ; and therefore being destitute of 
Christ’s call and ordination, they can have no Apostolic succession. ITie 
cause of true Apostolic succession, which is Christ — the head of his church 
has no connection with the church of Rome, seeing she departed from him ; 
and where there is no cause there can be no effect. 2. Examine, again, 
the qualities, or characteristics of Apostolical succession ; and you will find^ 
Sir, that your church is destitute of these. A true successor of the 
Apostles, must possess their spirit — the spirit of Christ, experience the 
saine converting grace, live the same kind of holy life, follow the same ex- 
ample, do the same work, and preach the very same doctrines, especially, he 
must pvQdJch justification by faith in the blood of Jesus Christ alone. Now, 
Sir, do the popes,bishops and priests of Rome possess these characteristics ? 
To confine ourselves to one point ; do they teach justification by faith 
alone ? They do not ; they cannot ; the Council of Trent has put that 
beyond their reach. The man among them that does it, stands forth a 
protestant at once. Where, then, is their Apostolic succession, when, 
they have not one single quality, or mark of it 1 Pray, Sir, could a man 
be your successor as Queen’s Counsel, that does not know as much law, as 
a Kerry peasant ? Could a dumb man be your successor, as agitator gene- 
ral ? Could a man of truth, be your successor in advancing the most bare- 
faced, public and monstrous falsehoods, that ever disgraced any public cha- 
racter, since politics first became a trade ? To assert^ that the priests of 
Rome, are the successors of the Apostles, is the same kind of solecism, as 
if a barber, on removing into the house previously occupied by a 
hardware merchant, or a tailor into that of a gun smith, announced 
I by a flaming sign board, that the one was successor to the other, 

i True ! he is successor in the occupation of the premises, but nothing 

I more ; and so error, in the Church of Rome, succeeded the truth of 

I ; primitive Christianity, seized upon its property, occupied its place, called 

I itself by its name, usurped its authority, abused its patronage, mared its 

work, impeded its prosperity, trampled upon its claims, and crushed its 
followers. Here is your succession ; a succession of darkness following 
light — of ignorance and wickedness coming after knowledge and holiness. 
3. What are the of Apostolic succession ? The conversion of sin- 

ners to God, the spread of true religion, and a diffusion of the Word of 
God, the overthrow of idolatry, the exercise of the right of private judg- 
ment, free enquiry, rational investigation, and the establishment of Christ’s 
kingdom, by a progressive destruction of false religion, and yours of course 
among the rest. Here are the effects of true Apostolical succession. These 
followed the preaching of Wickliffe, Luther, and the English Reformers. 
These attended the ministry of Wesley and Whitfield, and their followers ; 
and they are resulting from the united ministrations of the various protes- 
tant sections of the Church of Christ, who hold him to be the head, as, 
" God over all blessed for ever.” When, were these effects produced in 
your Church } Not, since she became apostate from the faith. Talk then 
about Apostolic succession ! You braved the Wesleyans to this point. 
What have you now gained by it ? Antichrist can have no succession 
from Christ. That is as plain as any mathematical axiom. To support 
your Church, therefore, is to support Antichrist. The protestant states- 
man, so called, wdio does so, must be an infidel in disguise. The man, who 
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gives her voluntary support, is blind, and al)uses the jn-operty of God ; but 
he, who would give her puhhc patronage and support, is guilty of a na- 
tional sin, sets a bad example to the world, betrays the cause of protes- 
tantism, robs Christ of his property, gives it to his enemies, countenances 
all the former iniquity of the Church of Rome, prevents the extension of 
Christ’s kingdom on earth, and becomes a pubhc enemy to the conversion 
of the world. Not so, in relation to the Estabhshed Church. She is pure 
in her fundamental principles, scriptural in her articles or creed, simply 
sublime in her worship, and catholic in her spirit. While she adheres to 
the one article, now specially noticed ; the “ blasphemous fable and dan- 
gerous deceit” of the mass, cannot overturn her. God will not permit it. 

In a mere, moral contention, she must prevail ; and should you, Sir, to 
gratify your ambition and exalt your religion, drive your followers into re- 
bellion, under pretence of loyalty to the throne, Babylon, with all her pride 
and violence, shall fall by a strong hand ; and in these countries, never 
more be found at all, either, in a civil, or religious state of being. So | 

much now, for the sacrifice of the mass, and the various associations, which I 

accompany it. | 

II. Now, Sir, before we part, at present, permit me to have a few rather * 

pleasing words with you, about the ceremonies and accompaniments of the 
masSt and a few very solemn ones, about its worship. To commence with * 

the dress of a pope, bishop, or priest, is it not to say the least, a little fan- ■ 

tastical ? Your Church explains it thus. The Amice, or linen veil, which | 

he first puts on, represents the covering put on Christ’s face in the house 
of Caiaphas — the Albe, signifies the garment put upon him by Herod — the 
Girdle, the cord that bound him in the garden — the Maniple, the one - 

which bound him to the piUar — the Stole, the one whereby, he w'as led to 
be crucified — the priest’s upper Vestment, indicates the seamless coat, and 
the purple robe put on him by Pilate. The mass, according to this, is a 
curious, tragical, and pious, theatrical representation of the crucifixion, in 
which, the Priest is the chief actor. He is dressed like Christ, and he acts ^ 

like him. Hence, his coming back three steps from the altar, and humb- 
ling himself before he begins, is intended to signify the prostration of ^ 

Christ in the garden. Alas ! however, there is confusion, and a want of , 

unity in the action of the drama. For, if the wafer be Christ himself, he 
can require no representation, as he is truly present. The very actings of ^ 

the priest, therefore, contradict the real presence, and as the one is a mere 7 

sham or shew, so is the other. It unfortunately happens, in relation to 
this unfortunate Church of yours, Mr. O’Connell, that the Heathen Priests, 
from the time of Numa Pompilius, dressed and acted in the same manner. 

This is proved at large, in Meagher’s book on the Popish Mass. Besides, 
we have no account in the New Testament, of the Apostles and primitive 
preachers, either saying mass, or dressing in such a ludicrous style. Let, 
me now ask, why do you use lamps or candles 9 Mass must be celebrated 
in the forenoon. Surely the sun is then up ; and there is no necessity for 
those tapers. The Priest and the people don’t require them, for, they have 
day light. The wafer god, does not need them ; for, it has no eyes. The 
God of Heaven sees, as w^ell without them, as wdth them. The ancient 
Persians w’orshipped fire, do you wish to keep up a remnant of their reli- 
gion, in conjunction with many others 9 Pray, Sir, can you explain, the 
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origin and benefit of holy water ? It is said, to be very good for keeping 
away the fairies, driving off that incubus — the night mare, preventing 
blights, curing diseases, felling rats, mice and weasels. Many a sprinkling 
you got of it. Has it driven the evil spirit out of you y The Heathens 
considered this aqua lustralis, as an expiation of their sins, especially lies 
and perjury. You should always carry a bottle of it along with you. No 
man requires it more. I can never forget your lie about John Wesley and 
the Protestant Association ; it was not worse, however, than your asser- 
tion, that 100 Irish constables kept the peace in Newport, during the in- 
surrection of the Chartists. Not one Irishman was among the Constables. 
What a pity you did not get a little sprinkling of holy water, immediately 
after inventing that fiction, for it might have saved you the necessity and 
expense of an additional confession. Why do your priests use incense ? 
Do they wish to pass for Jewish, as well as, Christian priests ? To whom 
is it offered ? Not to the people ; they may see it smoke and smell it, but 
that is all. Not to the God of heaven ; for he neither commands, nor 
accepts of it under the present dispensation. It must then be presented to 
the Host ; but why do so, when this deity has no nose 9 Again, Why is the 
mass celebrated in an unknown tongue ? Do the people understand Latin ? 
If not ; what benefit do they derive ? It is a mere pantomime, unscriptu- 
ral and absurd. What is it better than the Irvingite’s fanaticism, venting 
itself in unknown tongues ? The poor Irish say, the mass is celebrated in 
this manner, “ because the Devil does not understand Latin.” Father 
M‘Guire himself, could not advance a better reason. We may infer, how- 
ever, that the wafer after consecration understands it ; and hence, it must 
be very quick in its apprehension ; and for a thing, without understanding, 
memory, or one of the five senses to become an adept in learning, and a 
god in fevinity, in such a short period, is truly mars^eUous indeed ! Your 
religion, Mr. O’Connell, is yery hke yourself, an odd kind of medley. 

Now, in conclusion, Sir, is the worship of the Host idolatrous or not 1 
It stands now stripped of every attribute of divinity, and in reason’s eye, 
it is but bread, and nothing more. Even to imagine it to be Christ, is 
sinful ; and to worship it is worse. Reflect on these words — “ Thou shalt 
not make unto thyself any graven image, or the likeness of anything in 
heaven above : or in the earth beneath. Thou shalt not bow down to it 
nor worship it.” This is the word of God ; and the mass is a violation of 
ii it. I am, &c., 

Cork, January 11, 1840. DANIEL M'AFEE. 
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BABYLON FALLEN* 



DEDICATED TO DANIEL O’CONNELL, Esq. M. P. 



Fallen is mighty Babylon ! 

Her titles and estates are gone. 

Her temples, palaces, and towers. 

Stern desolation now devours. 

Her chariots, horses, men of power 
Shall tread her battle fields no more. 

Like Sodom, in one hour her name 
_ Was blotted from the list of fame. 

Lo ! on a Beast of Blasphemy 
She stately sat, a Queen was she ! 

Intoxicated with the blood 

Of the most precious Saints of God. 

In purple and in scarlet robe 

She seemed as mistress of the globe. 

Adorned with pearls and precious stones. 

And trinkets made of Martyrs’ bones. 

Upon her forehead, stamped with blood, 

‘ Her magic name conspicuous stood, 

“ Mother of Harlots” — gay and grave — 
Of all whom Popish vows enslave — 

Of every foul Abomination” 

In every age and every nation — 

Since Boniface the Third was known 
To sit upon the Papal throne. 

Emblem of her alluring arts. 

Bewitching unenlightened hearts, 

• A chalice framed of purest gold. 

Filled with the filtres which she sold, 

V She held, and bade the nations drink. 

While millions not inured to think 
Quaffed of the mixture, and became 
Defenders of her sin and shame. 

She, in a gloomy, leaden hour. 

Trampled on kings, and mocked their power. 
Some held her stirrup as she rose. 

While others basely kissed her toes ; 

^ And as for Britain’s far -fam’d crown 

She hurled it from the head of John, 

Till trembling on his bended knees. 

He swore her Ladyship to please. 



* See Revelation, chaps, xvii. and xviii., Isaiah, xiii. Jeremiah. 
1. and li. 
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Meanwhile her vile, inventive mind. 
Devised communion in one kind, 

And taught her priests the magic trade 
Of making Him, who all things made ; 

For o’er a piece of parched paste. 

Enrob’d she stood, and cried “ Hoc est 
“ Corpus meum — behold ’tis he ! 

“ Soul, body, blood, divinity.” 

This great enchantress, in her pride. 
Proclaim’d herself the Saviour’s bride. 
Seiz’d Peter’s chair, and stole his keys. 
And sat infallibly at ease. 

Cursing all men on earth who dwell 
Down to the lowest shades of hell 
Who dare to doubt or thwart her word. 
However wicked or absurd. 

To shew that she alone w'as wise. 

She bade her votaries close their eyes ; 

And moved them by her magic call. 

Like puppets strung around a wall. 

She made them worship wood and stone. 
And pray to ghosts and saints unknown. 
And caused their blinded hearts to dread 
False apparitions of the dead. 

With juggling, necromantic art. 

On earth’s wide stage she played her part. 
Processions — holy raree-shows. 

Up at her secret touch arose. 

While painted, purgatorial fires 
Blazed round the late departed sires. 

And led their trembling sons to pay 
For Masses till the judgment day. 

Parent of carnal institutions. 
Confessionals and absolutions, 

A vast insurance office she 
Established for iniquity. 

Enclosed she sat, and waved her keys. 
While bankrupt sinners at her knees 
Unrolled their lengthening list of sin. 

And paid the usual premium in. 

At length, in madness, guilt and pride. 
Casting ^ past restraint aside. 
Indulgences for sin she sold. 

And bartered Heaven itself for gold ; 

Yet, still she feasted, drank and sang. 
And still her joy-bells loudly rang. 

And still she revelled in her hall. 

Nor dreamed that she was doomed to fall. 
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But, lo ! a potent angel came. 

And, stretching forth his wings of flame. 

The earth was lightened with his rays. 

And Rome stood trembling in amaze. 

Then, Luther raised his mighty voice. 

And bade the heavens and earth rejoice ; 

“ Fallen is Babylon !” he cried. 

With all her trumpery and pride. 

Since that bright day of Reformation, 

She long became the habitation 

Of screech-owls — night birds* still complaining — 

Of Jesuits skilled in plots and training — 

Of satyrs grim and doleful creatures — 

Of priests with gaunt and rueful features — 
Roaming through bogs and mountain glens. 

And doling masses in their dens. 

Three hundred years had scarcely past. 

When, lo ! another beast at last 
Rose from an Abbey near the main, 

A fitting place ! called Derrynane. 

On that romantic, ruthless shore, 

Where the Atlantic waters roar. 

The pirate Monks amidst the foam 
First found and brought the creature home. 

Soon as he grew to beastly prime. 

They sent him forth in fitting time ; 

Praying that he might never lack. 

They tied their pouches on his back ; 

Placed the big O’ ! before his name 
That men might mars-el at his fame. 

While he revived the tincient pow'er 
Which would the nations all devour. 

Oft like the lamb he mildly spoke. 

Enticing thousands to his yoke ; 

Then, lilve the dragon in his ire. 

Would vomit smoke and streams of fire — 
Blacken and scorch both Church and State, 

And stamp, and rage, and mock and hate 
AU who had hearts to understand. 

And spumed to bear his Popish brand. 

High was his head and long his tail. 

Clad in the first beast’s coat of mail — 

King of the proud and wicked — he 
Would never bend his scaly knee. 

Unless, when Rome came forth, to ride. 

And shew herself in purple pride. 

Then, in the miry street he’d fall, 

■ To lift her ladyship withal. 
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With massy bit of Irish mould . 

She filled his mouth — ’twas purest gold ; 
But when ’twas empty, lie would roar — 
Bellow his vast exploits once more — 

Sing softening strains of liberty, 

“Ye bondsmen, all wdio would be free. 

“ Themselves must strike the mighty blow,” 
And conquering, on to conquer go. 

Securely now, she rode anew. 

And flaunted in her scarlet hue. 

And made her boast from sea to sea, 

“ A mighty Queen again I’ll be ! 

I wall regain my ancient strength. 

And burn the heretics at length. 

Or make them swallow and adore 
The host, which they despised before.” 

Now on she galloped at full speed. 
Heedless of what high heaven decreed. 

That in her tumult she should fall. 

And “ never more be found at all.” 

In one fell moment came her doom, 

For, stumbling on Jonx Wesley’s tomb. 

She broke her neck and killed the beast, 

And left the fowls of heaven a feast. 

Where is she now } ye martyrs say. 

And hail this grand millenial day ! 

The very ground on which she trod. 

Is consecrated now to God, 

The splendid temples "which she built. 

Fruit of ambition, craft and guilt. 

Are houses now of praise and prayer, ‘ 

While God alone is worshipped there. 

Where is she now ? ye happy saints. 

Who long have uttered vain complaints — 
Ye clergy, landlords, merchants tell. 

For to your cost ye knew her well. 

Her combinations now are gone — 

Her agitations aU are done ; 

Nor shall her blighting whirlwinds' more 
Produce confusion and uproar. 

Fallen is Babylon the Great ! 

And with her, scornful pride and hate : 
While tumult, perjury and crime 
No more pollute this happy clime. 

Her mighty champions — men of fame. 

Have sunk in silence and in shaine : 

Their bubbling names, fled like a dream. 

No longer float on memory’s stream. 
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Now, all in heaven and earth combine. 
Holy Apostles and Prophets join — 

Parents and children — Church and State, 
To triumph at great Babylon’s fate ; 

Her vile confessional no more 
The family secrets shall explore ; 

Nor shall our mountains, plains and glens. 
Display the blight of Peter Dens. 

Now railroads, mines, and ports of trade, 
A source of wealth are jointly made. 

While Erin sings for joy that she 
Is from her withering breath made free. 
The Shannon, LilFey, Boyne, and Foyle, 
Flow gladly through their ancient soil, 

And in their strca.ras have borne away 
The idols of a former day. 

No more the Bible shall she burn. 

Or bur)’^ it with unholy scorn — 

No more corrupt old age and youth 
By vain traditions void of truth. 

Her mystic masses are no more. 

In unknov/n tongue, now mumbled o’er , 
Her purgatorial fire is dead. 

And no more kindles fancied dread. 

Her candles and her tapers fine 
No longer gild the altar’s shrine, 

Nor mock the parent of mankind. 

As if, in sun-shine, he were blind. 

The bridegroom and the bride no more 
Shall at her altar steps implore 
A wifeless priest to tie a band 
Forbade to him by her command. 

Relics shall nov/ no more be sold, 

Nor souls be auctioned out for gold : 

Her pedlars and their stalls are gone, 

And holy trinkets are unknowm. 

Her craftsmen all have failed to frame 
An image with a Christain name. 

Her millstone now has ceased to sound. 
And wheaten gods no more are ground. 

Her mirth is hushed, her music lied, 

Her Popes and piping Priests are dead. 

Her organs, fiddles, flutes arc all 
Untuned and dead to music’s call. 

Her Jewish trump of jubilee 

Shall sound no more from sea to sea ; 

Nor shall one votary every go 
To Rome again to kiss her toe. 
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Queen of the earth ! In Erin’s isle 
How thou didst tyranise awhile ; 

Doom it to barren hills and plains. 

And hold its peasantry in chains. 

Dazzle their sense and make them bow, 

And tremble ’neath thy frowning brow. 

And count their beads, and pay their dues. 

And curse them if they dared refuse ! 

Where ? where is now the altar- stone. 

Priest, censor, incense ? — all are gone. 

Cowls, frocks, and albs are thrown aside. 

And rites performed in ghostly pride. 

Crosses and sacred trees and wells. 

Rosaries, pictures, baptised bells, 

And holy water, oil, and bone 
Are all forgotten and unknown. 

Fallen is Babylon and dead ! 

Earth, from her weighty curse now freed. 

Heaves in its mighty orb no more. 

But lightly runs its journey o’er. 

Truth, peace and unity prevail. 

While all men wonder at her tale ; 

But none, can scan the mystery 
Why God ere suffered her to be. 

Cor^, August 28. 1839. DANIEL M‘AFEE. 
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